VINDICATION 


CurisT's Divide 


BEING A 
DEF E NS E 


OF SOME 


KELL 4A TM 1 00 | 
Dr. CLARKE'Ss 
SCHEME of the H. TRINIT v, 

IN Answer TO A 


CLERGY-MAN in the COUNTRY. 


By DANIEL WATERLAND, D. p. 


Mas TER of Magdalen. College, in CAMBRIDGE, | 
and CHAPLAIN in Ordinary to His MAFESTT. 


E wu 'Tyo3s © ov d.axus TXAveer oat meds 
x &% NA d⁰r Act. IX. 5. 


* 


CAMB-RID CE: 
Printed for Corn. CRoWNFIELD, Printer to the 
Univerjity: And are to be Sold by James KnapToN, 
and RosBxrT KNAPLOCK, Bookſellers in St. Paul's 


_ Church-Yard, LONDON. MDCCXIX. | 


— 


| 


"rk 


P R E FA CE 


HE following Queries were drawn up, 4 


feu Tears ago, at the-Requeſt of Friends; 


when I had not the leaſt-apprehen/ion of their 

ever appearing in Print, as might be-gueſs 4 
from the negligence of the $ tyle and Cane tion. 
The Octaſion of them was thic. A Clergymas 
in the Country, well eſteem d in the Neighbours 
hood where He lived, had unhappily fallen 
in with Dr. Clarke's Notions of the Trinity; 

and began to eſptuſe them in a more open: and 


unguarded manner than the Door Himſelf 


had done. This gave ſome uneaſmeſs. to the 
. Clergy in thoſe: 8 ho could not but le 
deeply concern d to find. a fundamental Article 
of Religion called iu Queſtion ;- and that tuo 
by one of their own Order, and whom They 
had a true Concern and. 7 alne for. It was 


Freſined, that 4 ſincere and ingenuous Man 
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(ar He appeared to be) might, upon proper 
Application, be inclinable to alter his Opi- 
nion: And that the moſt probable way to 
bring Him to a Senſe of his miſtake, was to 
put Him to defend it, ſo long tall He might 
perhaps ſee reaſon to believe that it was not 
defenſible. With theſe Thoughts, I was pre- 
wailed upon to draw up a few Queries (the 
fame that appear now, excepting ong - ſome - 
ſlight verbal Alterations) and when I had 
done. gave them to a common Friend to con- 
vey to Him. I was the more inclined to it. 
for my own Inſtruttion and Improvement, in 
fo momentous and important an Article : Be- 
ſtaes, that I had long been of Opinion, that 
no method could be more proper for the train- 
ing up one's Mind to a true and ſound fudg- 
ment of Things, than that of private Con- 
ference in "Writing ; exchanging Papers, 
making Anſwers, Replies, and Rejoinders, 
till an Argument ſhould be exhauſted on both 
Sides, and a Controverſy at length brought 
to a Point. In that private way (if it can 
be private) a Man writes with Eaſineſs and 
Freedom; is in no pain about any innocent 
Slips or Miſtakes; is under little or no Temp- 
tation to perſiſt obſtinately in an Error (the 
Bane of all publick Controverſy) but con- 
cern'd only to find out the Truth, which (ou 


what Side forever it appears) is always Victory 


fo every honeſt Mind. 


1 had 
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I had not long gone on with my Correſpon- 
dent, before I found all my Meaſures broken; 
and my Hopes intirely fruſtrated He had 
ſent Me, in Manuſcript, an Anſwer to my 
Queries; which Anſwer I received and read 

with due Care; promis'd Him immediately & 

Reply; and ſoon after prepared and finiſh'd 

FI it, and convey'd it ſafe to his Hands. Then 

18 it was, and not till then, that He diſtovered 

; to Me what He had been doing; ſignifying, 

e Letter, how He had been over perſwaded 

to commit his Anſwer, with my Queries, 70 

the Preſs; that They had been there ſome 

| time, and could not now be recalled; that 1 

muſt follow Him thither, if I intended any 

thing farther ; and muſt adapt my publick De- 

fenſe 40 his publick Anſwer, now altered and 

improved, from what it had been in the 

Manuſcript which had been ſent me. This 

News ſurprized Me a little at the firſt ; and 

ſorry I was to find my Correſpondent ſo ex- 

tremely deſirous of inſtrutting Others, inſtead 

of taking the moſt prudent and conſiderate Mes 

. thod of informing Himſelf. As He had left 

Me no Choice, but either to follow Him to the 

Preſs, or to deſiſt, I choſe what I thought moſt 

proper at that Time; leaving Him to inſtruci 

the Publick as He pleaſed, deſigning my Self 

to keep out of Publick Controverſy; or, at 

feaſt, not deſigning the Contrary. But, at 

length, conſidering that Copies of my Defenſe 

were got abroad into ſeveral Hands, and 
25 might 
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might perhaps,. ſome time or other, ſteal into 
the Preſs without my Knowledge ; and con- 


ſidering farther that this: Controverſy now 
began to grow Warm, and that it became 


"every honeſt Man, according to the Meaſure 


of his Abilities, to bear his Teſtimony in fo 
good a Cauſe; 1 thought it beſt to reviſe my 


Papers, to give them my laſt Hand, and to 
fend I hem A. 


road into the World; whereT hey 
muſt ſtand or fall (as 1 deſire They ſhould) 


according as They are found to have more or 


eſs Truth or Weight in Them; + 


Dr. Clarke has lately publiſbd a Second 
Edition of his Scripture- Doctrine: Where, 1 
percerve, He has made ſeveral Additions and 
Alterations, but has neither retracted, nor 


defended thoſe Parts, which Mr. Nelfon's 
learned {Friend had judiciouſſy replied to, in 
his True Scripture- Doctrine continu'd. J hope, 


impartial Readers will take care to read One 


along. with the Other. 


One thing J mill! obſerve, for the Doctors 
Honour, that in his new Edition He has left 


out theſe Words of his former Introduction. 
Dis plain that every Perſon may 'reaſon- 
*« ably agree to ſurh Forms, whenever He can 
in any Senſe at all reconcile them with 


** Scripture: I hope, none hereafter will pre- 


tend to make uſe of the Dottor's Authority, 


For ſubſcribing 79 Forms which They believe 
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nat according ta the true and proper Senſe of. 
the Words, and the known intent of the Im- 
poſers, and Compilers. Such Prevarication is 
iu it ſelf a bad Thing, and would, in Time, 
have a very ill Influence on the Morals of a. 
Nation. I either State. Oaths on one Hand, 


or Church Subſcriptions o the Other, once 


come to be made. light of; and Subtilties be. 
invented to defend or palliate ſuch groſs In- 
ſincerity; we may bid farewell to Principles, 
and Religion will be little he but. e 4 
Atheiſm. | 


The learned Doctor, in his. n 
has inſerted, by way of Note, a ton Nota. 
tion out of Mr. Nelſon's Life of Bios Ball. 
He can . hardly. be preſumed to mtend any 
Parallel d 6506-6 Biſbop Bull's. Caſe. and. his 
own: And yet 2 25 may be apt ſo to 
take it, 7 5 the Doctor has not guarded 
againſt it, and ſince otherwiſe it will not be 
eaſy to make out the pertinence of it. T, he. 
Doctor has undoubtedly ſome meaning in it, 
250 I will not pre ſume to gueſs what. He 

* obſerves, « That there is an exact account * 
given, what Method that learned Writer. 
** (Biſhop. Bull) 200 to explain the Doctrine 

«+ of Jaſtification (viz..the very lame and only 
Aer hod which ought to be taken in explain. 
ing all other Doctrines W 1 


Introduct. p. 2 Ty 26. 


— 


ſeem 
fairly, and anſwer'd them ſolidly; uithout 
am artificial Eluſions, or any ſubtile or ſur- 
prizing Gloſſes. | es ff 
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% zealouſly He was accuſed by many Syſtema- 
** tical Divines, as departing from the Do- 
« Frine and Articles of the Church, in what 
« He had done; how learnedly and effectually 
« He defended Himſelf againſt all his Adver- 
« faries; and how ſucceſsful at length his Ex- 
« plication was, it being after ſome Tears 
% almoſt univerſally received. This account 
is true, but defeclive; and may want a Sup- 
plement for the Benefit of common Readers, 
who may wiſh to know, what that excellent 
Method of Biſhop Bull's was, by means of 
which his Explication proved ſ6 ſucceſsful, 
and came gt length to be almoſt univerſally 
received. It was as follows. 


1. In the firſt place, his way was to ex- 
amine carefully into Scripture, more than into 
the Nature and Reaſon of the Thing abſtract- 


_ #aly conſider d. He pitch'd upon ſuch Texts 
as were pertinent, and cloſe to the Point ; 
did not chuſe Them according to the Sound 
only, but their real Senſe; which He ex- 
plain d juſtly and naturally, without any wreſt- 


ing or ſtraining. He neither neglected nor diſ- 
ſembled the utmoſt force of any Texts which 


5 


d to make againſt Him; but propoſed them 


2. In 
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2. In the next place, however cogent and 
forcible his reaſonings from Scripture appear- 
ed to be, yet He modeſtly declined being con- 
fident of them, unleſs He could find them like- 
wiſe ſupported by the general Verdict of the 
primitive Church; for which He always ex- 
 preſd a moſt religious Regard and Venera- 
tion : believing it eaſier for Himſelf to err 
in interpreting Scripture, than for the univer- 
ſal Church to have erred from the Beginning. 
To paſs by many other Inſtances of his ſincere 
and great Regard to Antiquity, 1 ſhall here 
mention one only. He * tells Dr. Tully, in 
the moſt ſerious and ſolemn manner imagin- 
able, that if there could but be found any 
one Propoſition, that He had maintain'd in 
all his Harmony, repugnant to the Doctrine 
of the Catholick and Primitive Church, He 
would immediately give up the Cauſe, ſit 
down contentedly _—_ the reproach of a No- 
veliſt, openly retract his Error or Hereſy, 
make a ſolemn Recantation in the Face of the. - 
Chriſtian World, and bind Himſelf to per- 
Petual ſilence ever after. He knew very well 
what He ſaid ; being able to ſhow, by an 
Hiſtorical Deduction, that his Doctrine had 
been the conſtant Doctrine of the Church of 
Chriſt, f down to the Days of Calvin, in the. 
Sixteen Century. | 


* Bull. Apolog. Contr. Tull. p. y, 
1 Bull. Apol. Contr, Tull. p. 50, 51. 
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1 3. Beſides this, He demonſtrated, very 
| __ - plearly, tbat the moſt antient and valuable 
Confeſſions of the Reformed Churches Abroad 
by; were antirely in his Sentiments. He examin d 


l OO them with. great Care and Exattneſs, and 
i} _ enfer'd the contrary Pretences largely and 
„4. To compleat All, He vindicated his Do: 


frrme farther, from the concurring Sentiments 
of our own moſt early, aud moſt judicious 
Reformers: Als alſo from the Articles, Cate- 
chiſm, Liturgy, and Homilies of the Church 
of England: Aud this with great accuracy 
and ſirenguhi of Reaſou,, without the mean 
Arts of Equivocation or Sophiſtry. 


. may add. fifthly, that his mauner of 
*  Hriting' was the moſt convincing, and moſt 


It ingaging 4agimable : Acute, ſtrong, aud ner- 

4 vous; learned througbout; aud fincere 1% 4 
frupulous Exatineſs, without artificial Co- 
jours or fludied Diſguiſes. which He utterly 

_ \@#bborr'd. Ihe good and great Man breaths 


. in every Line: A Reader, after a few Paget, 
| may be tempted almoſt to throw off his Guard, 
| and to refrgn Himſelf implicitely into ſo - ſafe 
* Han de, A Man thus qualiſſed and accom- 


pliſh'd, having true Judgment io tale the 
| right Side of @ Queſtion; and Learning, Ability, 
Aud Integrity 70 /et it off” to the greateſt, Ad. 
vantage, could not fail of Succeſs ; eſpecially 
e 4 £ Fon ſider- 
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Nelſon 0b/erves.. There ' was another: 4 


ſhowed his. thorough. Judgment of Men 3 


ſureſi and the ſhorteſt uay; and that, K. * 


-of bis Reaſons. By fuch laudable and ing 


over his Adverſaries; ; Truth over Ertor, 43 
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"conſidering that the moſt- j judicious 3 Bo : i 
ed of our Clergy; and 7 Joſe beſt. affect. jy { 


the Church of En gland ( ſuch. as Dr. Ham. 
mond. Sc.) had been in the ſame 'Sentiments © 


before; and Bijhep, Bull's bittereſt Aa 3 5 Iz. 1 


aries were moſtly Syſtematical Men (x&*M F be 


perly- ſo called) and ſuch as had been nh 
4% (during the great Rebellion) in the Bre. 73 
deſtinarian and. Antinomian Tenæte, 4 re 4 EY 72) 19 5 


cumſtance which, Mr. Nelſon allo takes. | 
tice of ; namely, his writing in Latin: ben 


Things. He would. uot write. 19 the. Vulgar / 
and Unlcarned (which is beginning at the. © 
wrong end, and doing nothing) but. io be 
Learned and Judicious ; ' kyowing it to PIE} 


Point be gain d with Them, the reſt Come 
in of Courſe; if not, all is tu no purpoſes Thes 
became. a Man; ho had à Cauſe" -that- He 
could truſt to; and confided only in the, 3 Sho 2 


8 & + 


"© th 


-quity over Novelty , the Church, ok: Chriſt #3 2 1 
over Calvin and his Diſciples: If an any May 
elſe has ſuch. 4 Cauſe t defend as Biſbop. _. T 
Bull Lad, and ts able, to manage it in ſuch# 2 3 2 
Mecpos, v ſwing el *: fans 20 4 5 9 - ; 8 
* Nelſon's Life of Bull, pag. 98. . „ 
4 Nelfon's Life of Bulls pay: S. 2:22 56.8 
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The PREFACE 
fame immoveable Foundations of Scripture and 
Antiquity, confirm'd by the concurring Senſe of 


tbe judicious part of Mankind; then He need 


not doubt but it will prevail and proſper, in 

Proreſtant Country, as univerſally as the 
other did. But if ſeveral of thoſe Circum- 
ſtances, or the moſt conſiderable of them, be 
wanting; or if Circumſtances be contrary, 
then it is as vain to expect the like Succels, 
as it is to expect Miracles. It muſt not be 
forgot, that the ſame good and great Prelate, 
afterwards, by the ſame fair and honourable 
Methods, the ſame ſtrength of Reaſon and 


profound Learning, gaind as compleat a 
Victory over the Arians, in regard to the 


Ae, about the Faith of the Ante Nicene 
athers: And his Determination, in that 
particular, was, and ſtill is, among Men of 
tbe greateſt Learning and Judgment, as uni- 
verſally ſubmitted to as the other. His ad. 
mirable Treatiſe (by which He being dead yer 
ſpeaketh) remains unanſwer'd to this Day; 
and will abide Victorious to the End. But 


enough of this. 


F am obliged to ſay ſomething in Defence 
of my general Title. (A Vindication of. Chriſt's 
Divinity) becauſe, IJ find, Mr. Potter, ſince de- 
ceasd, was rebuked by an Anonymous Hand 


for ſuch a Title. The pretence is, that our 


* Apology for Dr. Clarke Pref. 


WS, 25 Adver- 
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Adverſaries do not diſown Chriſt's Divinity, 
as the Title inſinuates But to what purpoſ# 


is it for Them to contend about a Name, 


when They give up the Thing. It looks too 
like Mockery (though They are far from in- 
lending it) and cannot but remind us of, Hail 

King of the Jews. No body ever ſpeaks of 
the Divinity of Moſes, or of Magiſtrates, - or 
of Angels, though called Gods in Scripture. 
IF Chriſt be God, in the relative Senſe only, 


why ſhould we ſpeak of His Divinity, more 


than of the Other ? The Chriſtian Church has 
all along uſed the word Divinity, in the ſtrit 
and proper Senſe : If we muſt change the Idea, 
let us change the Name too; and talk no more 
of Chriſt's Divinity, but of his Mediatorſhip 
only, or at moſt, Kingſhip. This will be the 
way to prevent Equivocation, keep up pro- 
priety of Language, and ſhut out falſe Ideas. 
I know no Divinity, but ſuch as have de- 
fended: The other, falſly ſo called, is really 
none. So much for the Title. 


In the Work it ſelf, I have endeavor'd to 
unravel Sophiſtry, detect Fallacies, and take. 
off Diſguiſes, in order to ſet the Controverſy 
upon 4 clear Foot; allowing only for the 
Myſteriouſneſs of the SubjefF. The Gentle- 
men of the New way have hitherto kept 
pretty much in r and avoided coming 
to the pinch of the Queſtion. If they pleaſe 


fa ſpeak ta the Point, and put the Cauſe up. 
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#44 ſhort 1 ſue, as may, eaſily be done, that 
& all that is deſin d. ] doubt not but all 


2 ts of that lind will end (as they have 


ne) in the clearing up. of the Truth. 


| the 2% N F its. Oppoſers, the Joy. 
19) good Men, and the Honour | of our Bleſſed 


Lord; whoſe Divinity has been: the, Rack of 
Offence to the Diſputers of this, World, no 


far 1 600 Zears; always. attack d by. ſome. or. 


other, in every Age. and always Triumphant: 
To Him, with-the Father, and The Holy Ghoſt, 
Three Perſons of the fame divine Power, Sub- 
ſtance, and Perfections, be all Honour and 
Glory. in all Churches of .the Saints, now. 
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4 different Senſe, when applied to the Father and Son, 
in the ſame Scripture, and even in the ſame verſe* (See 
Joh. 1. 1.) P. 47. PR 

QUERY VV. 

FPhether, ſuppoſing the Scripture-Notion of God to be ng 
more e of the Author and Governor of the 
Univerſe, or whatever it be, the admitting of Another 
to be Author and Governor of the Univerſe , be not 
admitting another God; contrary to the Texts before 
cited from Iſaiah; and alſo to Ila. 42. 8.——48. 11. 
where he declares, He will not give his Glory to Ano- 

ther? p. 73. | 


GCUEKTCY Y. 


eber Dr. Clarke's pretence, that the Authority of Fa- 
| | ther and Son being One, tho they are two diſtinct Beings, 
males them not to be two Gods, As a King upon the 
Throne and his Son adminiſtring the Father's Go- 
| vernment, are not two Kings; be nat trifling and 
' = incon/lent * For, if the King's Son be not a King, be 
bu | cannot truly be called King; if be is, then there art 
two Kings. So, if the Son be not God in the Scrip- 
ture- Notion of God, he cannot truly be called God; 
and then how is the Dotlor conſiſtent with Scripture, or 
with Himſelf? But if the Son be truly God, there are 
two Gods pon the Doctor's Hypotheſis, as plainly as 
that one and one are two: and ſo all the Texts of 
Ifaiah cited above, beſides others, ſtand full and clear 
againſt the Doctor s Notion. p. 79. 12 
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TEXTS, proving au "Unity of divine At- 
tributes in Father and Son, applied. 
To the one God, To the Son. 


Thou, even Thou only | He knew all Men ae en 
2 - knoweſt the Hearts of all 2. 24. Thou knoweſt a 


the 


nz 


Whether Eternity 
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the Children of Men, 1. 


Kings 8. 39. | 
I the Lord ſearch the 
Heart; f IP the Reins, 


Fer. 17 
I 2 gms firſt, and I am 


the laſt, and beſides me there 

is no God, Ja. 44. 6. 
Iam A and Q, the be- 

pinning and the end, 

1. 8. 

of Lords, 1. Tim. 6. 15. 


The mighty God, J/a. 
10. 21. 


Lord over all, 
10. 12. | 


Rom. 


Thi 16. 46, which 
—_—_— hol on of all 
Men, Alts I. 24. 

I am he that ſearcheth 
the Reins and the Hearty 
Rev. 2. z. 


I am the firſt, and I am 


the laſt, Rev. 1. 17. 
I am A and , the begins 


Rev. | ning and the end, Rev. 224 


I3. 

Lord of Lords, and King 
of Kings, Rev. 17. 14 
19. 16. 


The mighty God, I/9.6. 


10. 36. 


QUERY VI. 


Whether the ſame Charafteriſticks , eſpecially ſuch * D 
ones, can reaſonably be underſtood of two diſtintt Beingy, © 
and of one Infinite and Phe. the other 


and Finite * p. 89. 


1 


QUERY Vit: 


Whether the Father's Omniſcience and Eternity 


are not one 


and the ſame with the Son's being alike deſcrib'd, and 
in the ſame phraſes* p. 100. | 


QUER Y VIII. 


does not impl 


neceſſary Exiſtence x 
the Son; which is inconſiſtent with the Baade Scheme? © 


| Over all God bleſſeds © 
&c. Rom. 9. 5. | 


And whether the * Doctor hath not made an 9 5 72 : 


Reply. p. 427. 
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* tquivocatin "Anſwer to the Objettion, ſouce the Son m 
| - be a neceſſary Emanation from ile Father; 2 
275 . F Will and. power . the Father, without any Couty adi: 

50 . 8 Will bs, one. N. ant; Acbitrary Mill er. 
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92 3 EA N. £ et ty 
ler * Mes Aurliutel; 10 . Ubiquity, 
12 Kc. ' thoſe E "Artribmes, can be communicated 
IS 15. + ps - without the divine Eſſence, ions which they are injepa- 
Fx Erables b. 164. 5 


1 "QUERY x. 5 
lbs i (the Attributes belonging to the: _ 
be 'not. i the ſame, the — ve. any thing 
more than faint Reſemblances of: 1 »  Afering from 
. them Al Finite from Infinite; and The 5 Senſe, 
5 Fo er with, what. Truth can the Doctor pretend that” **all 
» + divine Powers, « except abſolute Supremacy and Inde- 
pendenc v are communicated to thi Son? And whether 
Lt p e bejides the one Supreme Being, muſt not nut- 
ceſſari 


225 if * a Creature and Finite; and whether all 
daivine Powers- can be: communicated to 4 Creature, In- 
les 2 1 "Min * en | 70 4 Finite * p-. 174. 4 
5: „5 bY F830 {4% 

'F 14 Ty 5 n 1 Nb. E R * xt, e 
„ Thaher if the Doctor means by divine Pauens, Powers. given 
9 t$ Godin ibe fame Senſe. as Avngelical . Powers are di- 
3 40 i vine. Powers )' only in 4 hig ler Degree than are, given 
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made Heaven, the Heaven | were all things Created; He 
of Heavens with all their] is before all things and by 
Hoſt, the Earth, and all] him all things Conſiſt, Co. 
things that are therein &c. 4%. 1. 16. 17. I 
Neh. 9. 6. | Thou, Lord; in the Be» 

In the Beginning, God | ginning, haſt laid the Foun» 
Created the Heavens and | dation of the Earth; and 
the Earth, Gen. 1. I. * Heavens are the Work 

of thy Hands, Heb. 1. 10. 


QUERY XII. 


Worther the Creator of all Things was not himſelf Uncreats 
ed; and therefore could not be 7 C b 5 made 
out of nothing? p. 194. on 

QUERY XIII. 

Whether there can be any Middle berween being made out 
of nothing, and out of ſomething ; that is, between being 
out of nothing, and out of the Father's Subſtance ; be- 
rween being eſſentially God, and being a Creature? 
Whether, conſequently, the Son muſt not be either eſſen- 

8 tially God, or elſe a Creature? p. 202. 8 


GU RR 


37 metber Dr. Clarke, ho every where denies the con fab. 
ſtantiality of the Son as abſurd and contradictory, does 
not, of Conſequence, affirm the Son to be a Creature 


£ - Cx% %, and / 0 fall under his O08 cenſ. ue, and 
is Self-rondemn'd ? p. 212. 


dun 
by Whether he alſo muſt not, of Conſequence, affirm of the 


Son, that there was a time when he was not, ſince 
* God muſt exiſt before the Creature; and therefore is 
again Self-condemn'd (See prop: 16: Scrip. Dodr: ) 

1— 5 4 | And 


The CONTENTS. 
Hud whether he does not equivocate in ſaying & elſexhete 
that the ſecond Perſon, has been always with the, fart ; 
and that there has been no time, when he was not .ſo + 
And laſtly, whether it be. not a vain. and weak, attempt 
ro. pretend to, any middle way between the Orthodom 
and the Arians; or 10 carry the. Son's Divinity the leafs 
higher than they, did, without taking in the Conſubſtan» 
tiality ? p. 214. | Pons 
Divine Worſhip due 
To the one God. 1 To Chriſt, 
Thou ſhalt have no o-“ They worſhip'd him, 
ther Gods beſore me, Exod. Lu, 24. 25. | 
20.3. 5 Let all the Angels of God 
Thou ſhalt Worſhip the | worſhip him, Heb. 1. 6. 
Lord thy God, and him That all Men ſhould ho- 
only ſhalt thou ſerve, Matt. nour the Son, even they 
4. 10. 288 | honour the Father, 70h. 
5. 23. 


| "QUERY XVI. 
Whether by theſe (of the firſt Column) and the like Texts, 


Adoration and Worſhip be not ſo appropriated to the one 
God, as to belong to him only% p. 229. 


| QUER Y XVII. Is. 
| thether » notwithſtanding, Worſbip and Adoration | be nut e. 
qually due to Chriſt; and conſequently, whether it muſt 
not follow that he is the one God, and not ( as the A- 

rians /wppoſe) a diſtinct inferior Being? p. 252. 
„„ ne 

Whether Warſtip and Adoration, both from Men arid Angeli, 
' Was not due to him, long before the Commencing of hi 


Script. Doctr. p. 428. N 4; 
. En edrs 
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Mediatorial Kingdom, as he was their Creator and 
Preſerver ( See Col. 1. 16, 17.) And whether that be 
not the ſame Title to Adoration which God the Father 
hath, as Author and Governor of the Univerſe, pon the 
Doctor's own Principles? p. 267. 


QUER Y' XIA. 


Whether the Doftor hath not given a very partial Account 
of Joh. 5. 23. founding the Honour due to the Song 
on this only, that the Father hath committed all Judg+ 
ment to the Son; when the true Reaſon aſſign'd by. or 
Saviour, and illuſtrated by ſeveral Inſtances, is, that the 
Son doth the ſame things that the Father doth, hath the 
ſame Power and Authority of doing what he will; and 
thereſore has a Title to as great Honour, Reverence, and 
Kegard, as the Father himſelf hath? And it is no Ob- 
jeclion to this, that the Son is there ſaid to do nothing 
of himſelf, or to have all given Him by the Fathers 
frace it is own'd that the Father is the Fountain of all, 
from whom the Son derives, in an ineffable manner, his 
Eſſence and Powers, ſo as to be one with him, p. 278, 


Kok 


Whether the Doctor need have cited 3009 Texts, wide of the 
purpoſe, to prove what no Body denies, namely a Subor- 
dination, in ſome Senſe, of the Son to the Father ;. could 
He have found but one plain Text againſt his Eternity 
or Conſubſtantiality, the points in Queſtion? p. 298. 


QUERY XXI. 


Whether he be not forc d to ſupply his want of Scrimure- 


proof by very firain'd and remote Inferences, and very 
uncertain Reaſonings from the Nature of à thing, confeſ- 
ſedly, Obſcure and above Comprehenſion; and yet not 
more fo than God's Eternity, Ubiquity, Preſcience, 
or other Attributes, which yet e are obliged to drkyow- 

leage for certain Trmhs? p. 304. bb, "JAY" CBS 
Wo QC UE EE 


$ 
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QUERY XXI. 


Whether his (the Doctors) whole performance, whenever 
Hie differs from us, be any thing more than 4 Repetition | 
of this Aſſertion, that Being and Perſon are the ſame, 

or that there is no Medium berween Tritheiſm and Sa- 
bellianiſm ? which is remoying the Cauſe from Scripture 
to natural Reaſon; not very Conſiſtently with the Title of 
bis Book. p. 326. OT OUTS h 


QUEER Y XXII. 
Whether the, Doftor's Notion of the Trizity be more clear 
' and intelligible than the other? A) + 
The Difficulty in the Conception of the Trinity is, how Three 
Perſons can be One God. . 
Does the Docter dem that every One of the Perſons, ſingly, 
1 God? No: Does he deny that God is One? No: — 
then are Three One | 
Does one and the ſame Authority, exerciſed by all, make | 
them one, numerically or individually one and the ſame | 
God? That is hard to conceive how three diſtinct Beings, 
according to the Dottor's Scheme, can be individually one 
God, that is, three Perſans one Perſon. | 
If therefore one God neceſſarily ſignifies but one Perſon, the Con- 
ſequence is irreſiſtible; either that the Father is that one 
Perſon, and none elſe, which is downright Sabellianiſm ; 
or. that the three Perſons are three Gods. | 
Fhus the Doctor's Scheme is liable to the ſame Difficulties 
With the other. „ 
There is indeed one eaſy way of coming off, and that is, 
' by ſaying that the Son and Holy-Spirit are neither of 
them God, in the Stripture-ſenſe of the Word. But this 
is cutting the Knot, inſtead of untying it ; and. is in ef- 
felt to ſay, they are not ſet ford as divine Perſons in 
— Scripture, mn RET 
Does the Communication of divine Powers and Attributes 
from Father, to Son and Holy Spirit, malie them one 
Gods the Divinity of the two latter being the Father's 
U 2 . ö 5 Divinity 2 


The CONTENTS. 

| Divinity? Tet the ſame difficulty recurs: Fur either the 
Son and Holy-Ghoſt have diſtinct Attribmes, and 4 di- 
ftintt Diumity of their own, or they have not: If they 
bave, they are (upon the Dottor's Principles) diftintt _ 
from the Father, hen as much as Finite 
Creature from Creator; and then how are they one? 7 
they have not, then, ſouce- they have no other Divinity, 
but that individual Divinity and thoſe Ait ributes which 
are inſeparable from the Father's Eſſence, they can have 
no diſtinct Eſſence from the Father's; and ſo ( accords 
ing to the Doctor) will be ane aud the ſame Perſan, that 
is, will be Names only, 

Q. Whether this be not as unintelligible as the Orthodox ys" 

tion of the Trinity, and liable 7 to the like Difficulties: A 

communication of Divine Powers and Attributes, without 

the Subſtance, being as hard to conceive, nay, much hur- 

der than a communication of Both together * p. 343. 


QUERY XXIV. 


Whether Gal. 4. 8. may not be enough to determine the 
diſpute berwixt us; ſince it obliged the Doctor to confeſs 
that Chriſt is * by Nature truly God, as truly. as 
Man is by Nature truly Man. 

He equivocates, there, indeed, 4s Uſual. For, he will have it 
to funify, that Chriſt is God by Nature, only as baving 
by that Nature which he derives from the Father, true 

ivine Power and Dominion : that is, he is truly hs 
Nature, as having a Nature diſtintt from and infe- 
rior to God's, wanting + the moſt Eſſential Character 
of God, Self-exiſtkence. What is this but rrifling with 


Wards, and playing faſt and looſe* p. 370. 


QUERY XXV. 


l/hether it be not clear from all the genuine remains of An- 
tiquity, that the 8 Charch 
Nice, and even from the beginning, did believe the E- 


ternity and Conſubſeamiality of the Son; if either the 


7 * * p. BY. 7 IP b. 94s 


before the 8 of 
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eli Creeds, as interpreted by thoſe that recite them; 
er the Teſtimonies of the earlieſt Writers, or the pmblick, 
Conſures paſs'd upon Hereticks, or particular paſſages of WW 
the Antienteſt Fathers, can amount to a proof of a thing | 
of this Mature? p. 378. I 


- QUER Y XXVI. 

Whether the Doctor did not equruocate or prevaricate ftrange- 
ly in ſaying * The Generality of Writers before the 
Council of Nicc, were, in the whole, clearly on his 

| fide: when it is manifeſt, they were, in the general, 
nd farther on his fide, than the allowing a Subordina- 
tion amounts to; no further than our own Church is on his 
fide, while in the main points of difference, the Eternity 
aud Conſubſtantiality. they are clearly againſt him? 4 
That is, they were on his fide, ſo far as we acknowledge 
bim ta be right, but no farther. ps. 389. 


QUERY XXVII. 

Whether the Learned Doctor may not reaſonably be ſuppos'd 
1 ſay, the Fathers are on his ſide ith the ſame 
Meaning and Reſerve as he pretends our Church-Forms 
zo favour him; that is, provided he may interpret as he 
pleaſes, and make them [peak his Senſe, however Contra- 

diftory to their own > And whether the true Reaſon 1 
he does not care to admit the Teſtimonies of the Fathers as 
Proofs, may not be, becauſe they are againſt him ? 


p. 422. 


WIHENY uin 
Fherher it be at all probable, that the primitive Church 
frould miſtake in ſo material a Point as this is; or that + 
the whole Stream of Chriſtian Writers ſhould miſtake in 
telling us what the Senſe of the Church as; and whe- 
ther ſuch a Cloud of Witneſſes can be ſet aſide without 
weakenng the only Proof we have of the Canon of 
Scripture, and the Integrity of the Sacred Text? P. 4 56. 
Aaſwer to Dr, Wells pag. 28. | | 
| QUERY 


23 
1 
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QUERY XXIX. 


of Whether private Reaſoning, in a matter above our Cot 


"og | 


prehenſion, be a ſafer Kule to go by, than the general 
Senſe and Judgment of the primitive Church, in tht 
firſt zoo Tears; or, ſuppoſing it doubtful what the Senſe of 
the Church was within that time, whether what wat 
determin d by a Council of 300 Biſhops ſoon after, with 
the greateſt Care and Deliberation, and has ſatisfied Men 
of _ greateſt Senſe, Picty, and Learning, all over tht 
Chriſtian World, for 1400 Tears ſince, may not ſatisfy 
wiſe and good Men now? p. 460. 


QUER Y XXX. 


Whether, ſuppoſing the Caſe doubtful, it be not 4 wiſe Man' 


part 10 take the ſafer Side; rather ta. think tos hightyy 
than too meanly of our Bleſſed Satuour; rather- t. p 
a modeſt deference to the Fudgment of the Amiem 
Modern Church, than to lean to one's own Vnderſiiinds 
ing? p. 475» | | 


QUE RY XXXIL.-- 


Whether any thing leſi than clear and evident Demonſtri⸗ 


tion, on the fide of Arianiſm, ought to move_a wiſe 


and good Man, againſt ſo great Appearauces of. Tranby 


on the fide of Orthodoxy , from Seripture, Reaſon 
and Antiquity: And whether we may not wait long 
beſore we find ſuch Demonſtration ? p. 481. 
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329 —— 2 not. 
363 — 14 ——ͤ Thy 


431 — not. 
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Pag. Lin. Read, 


JO —1 not ——Ireneus. 

17 — 15 not. 1 TineTo. 

35 —l — —Gregories. 

30 4 Not, ———p.123. Ox. Ed. 
5 — not. Patient. 

46 —— I —— perplex. 
Credendus. 

59 — 21 — expreſſly. 
86—4 not. πꝛ¹ν 


128— 16 — dele comma after Marias. 
183 — 8 not.——— 7a, 
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Compare the following Text 5. 


I am the Lord, and 
there is none elſe ; 


There is no God be-| 


fades me, Iſa. 45. 5. 

Is there a God be- 
fe des me? Tea, There 
ts no God, I know not 
any, II. 44. 8. 

J am God and there 
is none like me; Be- 
fore me there was 10 
God form'd, neither 
ſhall there 6. rer. 
me, II. 46, 9. 


The Word WAs God. 
Joh. 1. 1. 

Thy Throne, 0 God, 
Heb. 1. 8. 

Chriſt came, who 15 
over all God bleſſed 
for ever, Rom 9. f. 

Who being in the 
Form of God, Phil. 1 5 

Who bein 
Brightneſs of Fo G- 
ry, and the expreſs 
Image of bis Per fon, 


. 1 Heb. 1. 3. 1 4 245 1 : 4 
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2 A DEFENSE Q. 1. 


FW 3 B 207 © 


| Whether all other Beimgs , beſides the one 


Supreme God, be not excluded by the Texts 
of” Iſaiah, (ro which many more might be 
added) and conſequently, whether Chriſt 
can be God at all, unleſs He be the ſame 
with the Supreme God? 


HE Sum of your Anſwer to this Query, 
is, that the Texts cited from Iſaiah, in 


the firſt Column, are ſpoken of one Perſon on- 
ly, p. 34. The Perſon of the Father, p. 39. 
And therefore all other Perſons, or Beings 
(which you make equivalent) how divine ſo. 
ever, are neceſſarily excluded; and by Con ſe- 
quence, our Lord Jeſus Chriſt is as much 
excluded from being the one Supreme God, as 
from being the Perſin of the Father, p. 40. 

| You ſpend ſome Pages, in endeavouring to 
ſhow, that the Per/ox of the Father only is 
the Supreme God; and that the Perſon of the 


Son is not Supreme God. But what does this 


ſignify, except it be to lead your Reader off 
from the Point which it concern'd you to ſpeak 


to? Inſtead of anſwering the Difficulty propos'd, 


which was the part of a Reſpondent, you chuſe 


to ſlip it over, and endeavor to put me upon 


the Defenſive; which is by no means Fair, 
Your Buſineſs was to ward off the Conſequence 
which I had preſs d you with, namely, this: 


5 That if the Son be at all excluded by thoſe 


Texts 


— — — — 3 ry — * — "wr K 1 PY e 
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Qu. [ of ſome QUERIES. 3 


Texts in the firſt Column, He is altogether ex- 
cluded; and is no God at all. He cannot, up- 
on your Principles, be the fame God, becauſe 
He is not the fame Perſon: He cannot be ano- 
ther God, becauſe excluded by thoſe Texts. If 
therefore He be neither the ſame God, nor ano- 
ther God; it muſt follow that He is no God. 
This is the difficulty which I apprehend to lie 
againſt your Scheme ; and which you have not 
ſufficiently atrended to. | 
I ſhall therefore charge it upon you once 
again, and leave you to get clear of it, at 
leiſure. | | | 
I ſhall take it for granted, that the deſign 
and purport of thoſe Texts, cited from 1/azah, - 
was the ſame with that of the firſt Command. 
ment : Namely, to draw the People off from 
placing any Truſt, Hope, or Reliance in any 
bur God, to direct them to the only proper 
object of Worſhip, in oppoſition to all Things 
or Perſons, beſides the one Supreme God. Nei- 
ther Baal nor Aſhtaroth, nor any that are 
** eſteemed Gods by the Nations, are ſtrictly and 
properly ſuch. Neither Princes nor Magiſtrates, 
** howeyer called Gods in a looſe Metaphorical 
** Senſe, are ſtrictly or properly ſuch: No reli- 
gious Service, no Worſhip, no Sacrifice is due 
„to any of them: I only am God, in a juſt 
«Senſe; And therefore I demand your Homage 
and Adoration. Now, upon your Hypotheſes, 
we muſt add; that even the Son of God Him- 
ſelf, however divine He may be thought; is 
6 „ ; ally 
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4 A DEFENSE Qu. I. 


really no God at all, in any juſt and proper 
Senſe. He is no more than a nominal God, 
and ſtands excluded with the reſt: All Worſhip 
of Him, and Reliance upon Him, will be 1do- 


latry as much as the Worſhip of Angels, or | 


Men, or of the Gods of the Heathen would be. 


God the Father He is God, and He only; and | 


Him only ſhalt thou ſerve. This I take to be \ 
a clear Conſequence from your Principles, and 


unavoidable. 


os 
4 
# 


Vou do, indeed, attempt to evade it by ſup- | 


poſing that, when the Father faith there is no þ 


God beſides me, the meaning only is, that 
there is no Supreme God beſides me. But will 
you pleaſe to conſider. 

1. That you have not the leaſt Ground or 
Reaſon for putting this Senſe upon the Text. 


It is not ſaid there is no other Supreme God | 


beſides me; but abſolutely, 20 Other. 

2. If this were all the meaning, then Baal 
or Aſhtaroth, or any of the Gods of the Na- 
tions, might be look d upon as inferior Deities, 
and be ſerved with a ſubordinate Worſhip, not- 
withſtanding any thing theſe Texts ſay, with- 
out any Peril of Idolatry, or any Breach of the 
firſt Commandment. Solomon might Sacrifice 
to Aſhtaroth, and Milcom, to Chemoſh and 
Moloch, provided He did but ſerve. the God of 
Iſraet with Soveraign Worſhip, acknowledg- 
ing Him Supreme. And this might furniſh the 
Samaritans with a very plauſible excuſe, eyen 
from the Law it ſelf, for ſerving their own 
1 Kings c. 11, = | Gods 


Qu. I. of ſome QUERIES. 5 


Gods in Subordination to the one Supreme 
God; ſince God had not forbidden it. 

3. You may pleaſe to conſider farther, that 
there was never any great Danger of cither Few 
or Gentile falling into the Belief of many Su- 
preme Gods; or into the Worſhip of more than 
one as Supreme. That is a Notion too filly 
to have ever prevailed much, even in the igno- 
rant Pagan World. What was moſt to be guard- 
ed againſt, was the Worſhip of inferior Deities, 
beſides, or in Subordination to, one Supreme. 
It cannot therefore reaſonably be imagined that 
thoſe Texts are to bear only ſuch a Senſe, as 
leaves room for the Worſhip of inferur Di- 
vinities. 4 
The Sum then is, that by the Texts of the 
Old Teſtament, it is not meant only that there 
is no other Supreme God; but abſolutely xo 
d Other: And therefore our hleſſed Lord ' muſt 

either be included and comprehended in the 
one Supreme God of Iſrael, or be entirely ex- 
cluded with the other pretended, or nominal, 
Deities. I ſhall cloſe this Argument with St. 
Auſtin's Words to Maximin, the Arian Biſhop, 
who recurr'd to the ſame Solution of the Diffi- 
culty which you hope to Shelter your ſelf in. 

Repeat it ever ſo often, that the Father 

* Clama quantum vis, Pater eſt Major, Filius Minor, reſpondetur | 
tibi; duo tamen ſunt Major & Minor, Nec dictum eſt Dominus 4 
Deus tuus Major Dominus unus eſt : ſed dium eſt Dominus Deus N 


tuus Dominus unus eſt, Neque dictum eſt, non eſt alius 4qualis * 
mihi, ſed dictum eſt, non eſt alius præter me. Aut ergo Confitere 4 


Patrem & Filium unum eſſe Dominum Deum, aut aperte nega Do- 7 
minum Deum eſſe Chriſtum. Auguſt, l. 2. c. 23. p. 27. 10 
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"© Io greater, the Son ef. We ſhall anſwer 
** you as often, that the greater and the Jef 


make Two. And it is not faid, Thy greater 


« Lord God is one Lord: Bur the Words are: 
« The Lord thy God is one Lord: Nor is it 
« ſaid, There ts none other Equal to me, but 


the Words are, There is none other Beſides | 
% mne. Either therefore acknowledge that Fa- 
ther and Son are one Lord God; or in plain 
Terms deny that Chriſt is Lord God at all. 
This is the difficulty which I want to ſee 
clear'd. You produce Texts ro ſhow that the | 


Father ſugly is the Supreme God, and that 
Chriſt is excluded from being the Supreme God : 
But I inſiſt upon it, that you miſunderſtand thoſe 
Texts; becauſe the Interpretation you give of 
them, is not reconcileable with other Texts; 


"9h 
1 
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and becauſe it leads to ſuch Abſurdities as are 
too ſhocking even for your ſelf to admit. In 


ſhort; either you prove too much, or you 


prove nothing at all. 


. 


(Chriſt) zs not excluded, and therefore muſt 
be the ſame God? CONE 


TE Texts cited, if well conſidered, taking 


in what goes before or after; are enough 
to ſhow that Chriſt is not excluded among the 


Whether the Texts of the New Teſtament (in 
the ſecond Column) do not ſhow that He 


1 " PW "Ih & a Fry 


Qu. l. ne QUERIES. - Þ 
nominal Gods, who have no Claim or Title to our 
Service, Homage, or Adoration. He is God be- 
fore the World was, God over all bleſſed for 
ever, Maker of the World, and worſhip'd by the 
Angels; and therefore certainly He is not ex- 
'" FF} cluded among the aominal Gods whom to wor- 
hip were Idolatry. Bur ſince all are excluded. 
5 as hath been before ſhown, except the one 

supreme God, it is very manifeſt that He is 
the ſame with the one Supreme God. Not the 
tame Perſon with the Father, as you ground- - 
leſly object to us, but Another Perſon in the 
ſame Godhead; and therefore the Supreme God 
is more Perſons than one. You argue, p. 40. 
that F Chriſt be God at all, it unavoidably 
follows that He cannot be the ſame individual 
God with the ſupreme God, the Father. By 
individual God, you plainly mean the fame in- 
dividual drvine Perſon, which is only play- 
ing upon a Word, miſtaking our Senſe, and 
fighting with your own Shadow. Who pres 
tends that the Son is the /ame Per/on with the 
Father? All we aſſert is, that He is the fame 
Supreme God; that is, partaker of the ſame 
undivided Godhead. Ir will be proper here 
briefly ro conſider the Texts, by which you at- 
_ tempt to prove, that the Son is excluded from 

being the one Supreme God : only let me re- 
mind you, once. again, that you forget the part 
you was to bear. Your Buſineſs was not to 

oppoſe, but to reſpond: not to raiſe Objecti- 
ons againſt our Scheme; but to anſwer thoſe 
B 4 which 
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which were brought againſt your own. ' You | 


obſerve * from John 8. 54. Matt. 22. 31, 32. 
and AFs 3. 13. that God the Father was the 
God of the Jews, the God of Abraham, Iſaac, 
and Jacob. Very right. But how does it appear | 


that the Son was not ? Could you have brought 
ever a Text to prove, that God the Son was 
not God of Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob; I 


muſt then have own'd that you had argued i 


pertinently. U 


You next cite, Joh. 17. 3. 1 Cor. 8. 6. Eph. 


4. 6. to prove that the Father is ſometimes 
ſtiled the only true God, which is all that they 
prove. But you have not ſhown that He is 
lo called in oppoſition to the Son, or excluſive 
of Him. It may be meant in oppoſition to 
Idols only, as all Antiquity has thought; or it 
may ſignify that the Father is primarily, not 
excluſruely, the only true God, as the firſt 
Perſon of the bleſſed Trinity, the Root and 
Fountain of the other Two. You obſerve ſ᷑ that 
in theſe and many other Places, the one God 
ig the Perſon of the Father, in Contra- 
 diſtinffion to the Perſon of the Son. It is 
very certain that. the Perſon of the Father is 
there diſtinguiſh'd from the Perſon of the Son; 
becauſe they are diſtinctly named: And you 
may make what uſe you pleaſe of the Obſer- 
vation, againſt the Sabellians; who make bur 
one Perſon of two. But what other uſe you 
can be able to make of ir, I ſee not; unleſs 
you can prove this negative Propoſition, that 
r „ + Page 34. 5 
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no ſufficient reaſon can be afſign'd for ſtiling 
the Father the only God, without ſuppoſing, 
that the Son is excluded. Novatian's Remark 
upon one of your Texts, Joh. 17. 3. (Thee, 
the only true God and Feſus Chriſt whom thou 
haſt ſent) may deſerve your Notice: * He ap- 
plics the Title of the only true God to both, 
ſince they are join'd together in the fame Sen- 
rence, and eternal Life is made to depend upon 
the knowing of one, as much as of the other. 
He did not ſee that peculiar Force of the ex- 
cluſive Term, (only) which you inſiſt ſo much 
upon. He knew better; being well acquainted 
with the Language, and the Doctrine of the 
Chriſtian Church. His Conſtruction, to ſpeak 
modeſtly, is at leaſt as plauſible as yours. If 
you can find no plainer or clearer Texts againſt 
us, you'l not be able to help your Cauſe. As 
ro 1 Cor. 8. 6. All that can be reaſonably ga- 
thered from it, is, that the Father is there em- 


| phatically ſtiled one God; but without deſign 
ro exclude the Son from being God allo: as 


the Son is emphatically ſtiled one Lord; but 
without deſign to exclude the Father from be- 
ing Lord alſo. Reaſons may be aſſign'd for the 
Emphaſis in both Cafes; which are too obvi- 


- ous. to need reciting. One Thing you may 


pleaſe to obſerve; that the Diſcourſe there, 


Si noluifſet ſe etiam Deum Intelligi, cur addidit, & quem 
miſiſti Jeſum Chriſtum, niſi quoniam & Deum accipi voluit: Novat. 
Trin. c. 24. 3 x 
See the ſame Argument illuſtrated and improved by. the greas 


* 


Athanaſius: Orat. 3. p. 558. Vol. 1. Edit. Beged. 
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v. 4. 5. is about Idols, and nominal Gods and | 
Lords, which have no claim or title to religious 
Worſhip. Theſe the Father and Son are both 
equally diſtinguiſhed from: which may inſi- 


nuate, at leaſt, to us; That the Texts of the 


Old or New Teſtament declaring the Unity and | 
excluding others, do not exclude the Son, by | 
whom are all Things: So that here again you | 
have unfortunately quoted a Paſſage, which in- 
ſtead of making for you, ſeems rather againſt I} 
you. You have another, which is Eph. 4. 6. 
One God and Father of all, who tis above all, 


and through all, and in you all. A famous 


Paſſage, which has generally been underſtood | 
by the * Antients of the whole Trinity. Above 


all as Father, through all, by the Word, and 
in all by the Holy Ghoſt. However that be, 


this is certain, that the Father may be reaſon - 
ably called the u,, or only, God, without the | 
leaſt Diminution of the Son's real Divinity: a 
fuller Account of which Matter you may pleaſe | 


to ſee in Dr. Fiddes's Body of Divinity, Vol. 1. 


383, Sc. As to the remaining I cxts cited | 
y you, ſome are meant of Chrilt as Man, or | 


as Mediator And thoſe which certainly re- 
ſpect him in a higher Capacity, may be ac- 
counted for on this Principle, that we reſerve, 
with the Antients, a Priority of Order to the 
Father, the Firſt of the Bleſſed Three. 


* Ireneus l. 5. c. 18. p. 315. Ed. Bened. Hippolytus Contr. Noet. 
0. 14. p. 16. Fabric. Ed. Athanaſius Ep. ad Serap. Marius Vittorin. 
B. P. Tom. 4. p. 238. Hieronym. Tom. 4. p. 1, P- 362+ Ed, Bened. 
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This may ſerve for a general Key to explain 
the Texts mention'd, or others of like import. 
cannot, in this place, deſcend to Particulars, 
without running too far into the Defenſtve ; 
and leading the Reader off from what we began 
with. Had you pleas'd ro obſerve the rules of 
ſtrict method in diſpute, you ſhould not here 
have brought Texts ro ballance mine : but 
ſhould have reſerved them for another place. 
All you had to do, was to examine the Texts 
had ſet down in the ſecond Column; and to 
give ſuch a Senſe of them as might comport 
with your own Hyporheſets, or might be un- 
ſerviceable to mine. You ſhould have ſhown 
that 70h. 1. 1. Heb. 1. 8. and Rom. 9. 5. may 
fairly be underſtood of a nominal God only; 
one that ſtands excluded, by the Texts of the 
firſt Column, from all Pretence, or Title, to 
rcligious Homage and Adoration: For, as I 
have before obſerved, He muſt either be entire- 
ly excluded, or not at all: and if He be not 
excluded. He is comprehended in the one Su- 


preme God, and is one with Him: or, at leaſt, ' 


you ſhould have ſet before the Reader your 
Interpretation of thoſe Texts, and have ſhown 


it to be conſiſtent with the Texts of 1/azah. 


For example, rake 700. 1. 1. 


Ju the Beginning was the WorD, and 


«© the Wor p was with the ONE SUPREME 


+«* Gop, and the Wo RD was ANOTHER 
'* Gop inferior to Him, a CREATURE of the 
| | | + GREAT 


12 A DEFENSE Qu. II. 
GREAT Gop: All Things were CREA T- 
ED by this CREATURE, Oc. | 


This Interpretation, which is really yours, : 
as ſhall be ſhown in the Sequel, is what you i 
ſhould have fairly own'd, and reconciled, if | 
poſſible, with the Texts of L/aiah, (pur. 
poſely deſign'd to exclude all zyferior, as 
well as ce-ordinate Gods) and particularly 
with 1/aiah 46. 9. Before me there was no © 
God form d, neither ſhall there be AFTER 
ME: Words very full and expreſſive againſt | 
any Creature-Gods. But, inſtead of this, you 
tell us, God could not be with Fiimſelf, as 
if any of us faid, or thought, that was St. 
John's meaning. Thus you induſtriouſly run 
from the Point, miſrepreſent our Senſe, and 
_ artfully conceal your own. In this flight man- 
ner, you pals over the three firſt Texts already 
mention'd ; but you think you have ſome Ad- 
vantage of the Queriſt, in reſpect of Ph1l. 
2. 6. and Heb. 1. 3. and not content to fay, 
that they come not up to the point; you are 
very poſitive, that zhey prove the direct con- 
trary to that for which they are alledg d; 
and expreſs your wonder that they ſhould be 
offer d. Whether you really wonder at a Thing, 
which no Man who is at all acquainted with 
Books and Learning can wonder at; or whether 
only you affect that way of talking, I deter- 
mine not; but proceed to conſider what you 
have to offer againſt my Senſe of the two Texts. 


£ 


5 as a - aa KA w_—__ 4 T\ __ — 989 


Qu. II. of ſome QUERIES. 13 

Upon Phil. 2. 6. you preſs me with the Au- 
thority of Novatian; whom, I do aſſure you, 
very much reſpect, as I do all the primitive 
Writers. As to Novatian's Interpretation of 
Phil 2.6 it ſhall be conſider'd preſently ; on- 
ly, in the firſt place, let me obſerve to you, that 
as to the main of my Argument, built upon 
that and other Texts, He was certainly on my 
Side. He * cites I/. 45. 5. and underſtands 
it of God the Father; not ſo as to exclude 
che Son from being comprehended in the one 

Cod, but in oppoſition to falſe Gods only. 
u He proves the Divinity of Chriſt from his 
receiving Worſhip of the—Church, and his 
being every where preſent, f beſides many 
other Topicks ; and makes Him + Conſub- 
ftantial with God the Father. This is as much 
as I mean by his being ove with the Supreme 
God; and therefore I have nothing to fear from 
this Writer, who agrees ſo well with me in 
the-main, and cannot be brought to bear Evi- 
dence againſt me, unleis, at the ſame time, He 
be found ro contradict Himſelf. This being 


Ego Deus, & non eſt præter me, Qui per eundem Prophetam 
refert: Quoniam majeſtatem meam non dabo alteri, ut omnes cum 
ſuis Figmentis Erhnicos excludat & Hæreticos. C. 3. p. 708. See 
alſo the Citation above p. g. | 

+ Si Homo tantummodo Chriſtus, quomodo adeſt ubique invo- 
catus, cum hæc hominis natura non fit, ſed Dei, ut adeſſe omni 
loco poſſit? C. 14+ þ. 715. | 

1 Vnus Deus oftenditur verus & #ternus Pater, a quo ſolo hæc 
vis Divinitatis emiſſa etiam in Filium tradita & directa rurſum pe 
Subſtantis Communionem ad Patrem revolvitur. Father is 2 
filed emphatically the one God, but ſtill comprehending, not exclud- 

ing the Son, conſubſtantial with Him. Ch. 31. p. 7320 
= premis'd, 
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premis'd, let us now fee what He ſays to the 
Text above mention'd, PHil. 2.6. Fle /aith of | 
the Son (1 ule your own Words, p. 35.) that 


tho He was in the Form of God, yet He ne- 


ver compared Himſelf with God his Father. 


You have tranſſated the laſt Words as if they 
had run thus; Deo, patri ſuo. The Words 
are, Nunquam ſe Deo Patri aut comparavit, 


aut contulit. Never compared Himſelf with 
God the Father. The Reaſon follows, Memor 7 


/e efſe ex ſuo Patre: Remembring He was 
from his Father: That is, that He was be- 


gotten, and not unbegotten. He never pre- 


tended to an equality with the Father, in re- | 
ſpect of his Original, knowing Himſelf ro be | 


fecond only in Order, not the 5ſt Perſon of | 


the ever Bleſſed Trinity. You may fee the 


like Expreſſions in Hilary and + Phebadins ; | 
who can neither of them be ſuſpected of 


Artianizing in that Point. You afterwards cite 
ſome other Expreſſions of Novatian, particu- 
larly this: Duo equales invent: duos Deos 
merito reddidifſent. Which you might have 
render'd thus: Had they both been equal (in 
reſpect of Original, both unbegotten ) They 
bad undoubtedly been two Gods. 


See the + whole Paſſage as it lies in the Au- 


Hilary Trin. |, 3. c. 4. p. 816. Ed. Bened. 

+ Phavud. p. 304. 

# Si enim natus non fuiſſet, innatus comparatus cum eo qui 
eſſet innatus, æquatione in utroque oſtenſa, duos faceret innatos, & 
ideo duos faceret Deos. Si non genitus eſſet, collatus cum eo 
(qui) genitus non eſſet & æquales inventi, duos Deos merito reddi- 


ri, | thor 
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thor himſelf, and not maim'd and mutilated as 
you quote it, from Dr. Clare. There is no- 
thing more in it than this, that Father and Son 
are not two Gods, becauſe They are not both un- 
originated : which is the common Anſwer made 
by the Catholicks to the charge of Tritheiſin; 
not only before, but after the Nicene Council 3 


as might be made appear by a Cloud of Wit- 


neſſes, were it needful. What you are pleas'd 
to call 4 moſt ſtrong Teſtimony againſt an ab- 


; ſolute Cocquality (meaning this Paſſage of No- 


vat ian) is, if rightly. underſtood, and compared 
with what goes before and after, a moſt ſtrong 
Teſtimony of ſuch a Coequality as we contend 
for. And therefore Dr. Whitby, having for- 
merly cited the whole Paragraph as a full and 
clear Teſtimony of the Son's real Divinity, 
concludes thus. The Author, ſays He, in this 
Paſſage, ** does in the plaineſt words imagin- 
able, declare that Chriſt is God, equal to 


_ * the Father in every reſpect, excepting only 


that He is God of God, The Doctor indeed 
has ſince chang'd his Mind; and now talks as 
confidently the other way, upon f this very 
Paſſage. Wherher He was more likely to ſee 
clearly then, or ſince, I leave to others to 


diſſent non geniti; atque ideo duos Chriſtus reddidiſſet Deos, ſi 
fine Origine eſſet, ut Pater, inventus, & ipſe principium omnium, 
ut Pater, duo faciens principia, duos oſtendiſſet nobis conſequenter 
& Deos. C. 31. 

* Ubi verbis diſertiſſimis oſtendit ( Novatianus ) Chriſtum eſſe 
Deum, Patri æqualem paremque, eo tantummodo excepto, quod 
fit Deus de Deo. Whith. Tract. de Ver. Chr, Deitatn, p. 67. | 


_ + Whity, diſquiſitio Modeſt; p 164 | 
judge 
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his former with ſome of his latter Writings. 


You have given us the Sum of the 31/t | 
Chapter of Novatiau, as it ſtands collected 
by the Learned Dr. Clarke in his excellent | 


Anſwer to Mr. Nelſon's Friend. You may 


next pleaſe ro conſult the no leſs excellent Re- 
ply, by Mr. Nelſon's Friend, p. 170, Sc. where | 
you may probably meet with Satisfaction. | 


But to return to our Text, Phil. 2. 6. The 
words, BY Apr [mov ny nou] To e, 10Te Oech, vou 
tranſlate; He did not ect, did not claim, did 
not aſſume, take upon Him, or eagerly de- 


fire, to be Honoured as God. Afterwards, 


p. 36. He never thought fit to claim to Him. 


hel, Divinity, or more literally, you lay, He 


ne ver thought the Divinity a Thing to be ſo 
catch'd at by Him, as to equal Himſelf with 
God his Father. This you give both as No- 
vatian's Senſe, and as the true Senſe of the 
Text. And you cndeavor to confirm it from 
the Authorities of Grot:us, Tillotſon, Whitby, 
and Clarke; who, by the way, are very diffe- 
rent from each other in their Interpretations of 
this Place, hardly two of Them agreeing roge- 
ther. * However not to ſtand upon Niceties, 
I may yield to you your own Interpretation of 
this Paſſage, did not affect to be . e as 
God; For the ſtreſs of the Cauſe does not ſeem 


225 I am * that the Words may very juſtly be tranſlated He 
did not very highly value, did not inſiſt upon, his equality with God. 
but condeſcended, "Ke, ; YE W . | 

4 1 a ſo 
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ſo much to lie in the Interpretation of thoſe 
Words, as of the Words foregoing, vis. bs cy 
opp Oe b Who being in the Form 
« of God, that is, truly God (which belt 
« anſwers to the Autitheſis following, the 
Form of a Servant ſignifying as much as 
truly Man) and therefore might juſtly have 
« aſſumed to appear as God, and to be always 
* Honoured as ſuch, yet did not do it, at 
« the time of his Incarnation; but for a Par- 
« tern of Humility, choſe rather to veil His 
«« Glories, and, in appearance, to empty Him- 
«« ſelf of Them, taking upon Him human Na- 
ture, and becoming a Servant of God in that 
Capacity. Sc. What is there in this Para- 
phraſe or Interpretation, either diſagreeable to 
the Scope of the Place, or the Context, or to 
the ſober Sentiments of Catholick Anriquity, 
not only after, but before the Council of Nice; 
as may appear from the Teſtimonies cited in 
* Tertullian's recital of this Text, and Comment u pon it, are worth 
Remarking. Plane de ſubſtantia Chriſti putant & hic Marcionitz 
Suffragari Apoſtolum ſibi, quod Phantaſma Carnis fuerit in Chriſto, 
quum dicit, Quod in Efigie Dei conſtitutus non ratinam exiſtimavit 
Pariari Deo, ſed exhaujit ſemetipſum accepta Effigie ſervi, non veri- 
tate; & ſimilitudine Hominis, non in Homine; & Figura inventus 
ut Homo, non Subſtantia, id eſt, non Carne. — Numquid 
ergo & Hic qua in Effigie eum Dei collocat? Aque non erit Deus 
Chriſtus vere, ſs nec Homo were fuit in Effigie Hominis Conſtitutus. 
Contr, Marc. l. g, c. 20. p.486- Non ſibi magni aliquid deputat 
quod ipſe quidem æqualis Deo, & unum cum Patre, eſt. Orig. in 
Epiſt. ad Rom. l. 1. Obs pur xevwor iavroy u F ah, L Osd, 
Concil. Antioch. Labb. Vol. 1. p. 848. O e v O , 
Oos mg, hs Oi, vii inuroy r Tr A marrho orig 
iu Hippolytus, Vol. 2. p. 29. Fabric. 
The reſt of the Paſſage is excellently well worth the Reader's peruſal. 
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the Margin? Now, if this be the Senſe of it, 
which I might farther confirm by the Autho- 
rities of Athanaſius, ferom, Auſtin, Chry.| 


— 
— 


a un TO oa 


 foftom, Theophylact. Oecumentius, and others 


of the Antients, beſides * Biſhop Pear/on and 

#Biſhop Bull among the Moderns, why ſhould} 
you wonder to find it again cited in the fame} 
Cauſe, being ſo full and pertinent to the Mat. 
ter in Hand? Next, we may proceed to the 
other Text, which you as groundleſly pretend 
to be directly contrary to that for which it is 
alledged. It is Hebr. 1. 3. Who being the 
Brightneſs of his Glory, and the expreſs | 
Image of his Perſon, &c. Here you are ſo 
obliging as to cite only one Paſſage out of 
Euſebims, againſt me, I would fay, for me. 
Euſebius, writing againſt the Sabellians, preſ. 


ſes Them with this Text, and argues thus from 
it. The Image, and that whereof it is the 
65 Image 


from whence He rightly infers, or plainly 


means to do, that the Father is not the Son. 
but that they are really diſtinct, What is 
there in this at all repugnant ro what the | 
Queriſt maintains? The force of your Ob- 


jection lies, I ſuppole, in this, that Father and 


& On the Creed: Article 2. | 

+ Def. Fid. N. 49. 70. Prim, Trad. p. 38. Qui unus locus, fi 
recte expendatur, ad omnes Hareſes, adverſus Jeſu Chriſti Domiti 
noſtri perſonam repellendas ſuſſicit-. D. R. p. 37. 


Son 


„cannot both be the fame Thing (in 
the Sabellian Senſe) but they are 7wo Sub. 
« ſtances, and two Things, and two Powers: | 


mw hr. COA e 00 © - ty 
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t, 8on arc called d l Jus Texlunty and d 
0. quid eis, inconſiſtently, you imagine, with indi- 
) vidual Conſubſtantiality. 3 
18% l will not be bound to vindicate every Ex- 
o preſſion to be met with in Euſebius: But, al- 
0 ſowing for the Time, when it was wrote, be- 
e fore the ſenſe of thoſe Words was fix'd and de- 
. termin'd, as it has been ſince; there may be 
nothing in all this, which ſignifies more than 
what the Catholick Church has always meant 
by rwo Perſons; and what all muſt affirm, 
„who believe a real Trinity. So Pierins 
„ call'd Father and Son bias duo, meaning no 


more than we do by two diſtin& Perſons : 
And Alexander Biſhop of Alexandria, the 
I firſt Champion for the Catholick Cauſe againſt. 
Arius, in his Letter to Alexander Biſhop. of 
Conſtantinople, ſcruples not to call Father and 
Son b qe reaſua®; and Tertullian intimates 
that they are © duz res, ſed Conjunctæ; and 
Methods uſes d qu dd meaning two Per- 
© lons. Theſe or the like ſtrong Expreſſions , 
occurring in the Catholic Writers, were only 
to guard the more carefully againſt Sabellia- 
uiſin, the prevailing Hereſy of thoſe Times. 
But after Ariauiſin aroſe, there was greater dan- 
ger of the oppoſite extreme: And therefore 
they began to ſoften this manner of Expreſſion, 
leſt any ſhould. be led to think, thar the Per- 
ſons of the Trinity were fo diſtin& as to be 
a See Phot. Cod: 119. p. 300. b Apud Theod, I. 1. e. 4: 
© Contr, Prax. e. 8. p. Fog, d Phot, Cod. 235. p. 137. 
C 2 indepen- 
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independent of, ſeparate from, and aliene to. 
each other. Thus, inſtead of 9s $@m, which 
might be innocent before, and is uſed by 
* Origen, They choſe rather to ſay, f Qas & Þ 
ros: rather than ſay, dug efentie, which 
might be liable to miſtakes; They would ſay, 
Effentia de Effentia, as Deus de Deo. The? 
deſign of all which was, fo to affert a real Di. 
ſtinction, as not to teach three abſolute, inde. 
pendenr, or ſeparate Subſtances; ſo to maintain 
the Adiſtinction of Perſons, as not to divide the 
Subſtance. Three real Perſons is what I. what 
every Trinitarian, what all found Catholicks 
aſſert. Now let us return to the Text, Heb. 1. 3. 
Having ſhown you that Euſebiuss Comment 
is not pertinent to our preſent Diſpute, nor at 
all affects the Cauſe that | maintain, which, I. 
aſſure you, is not Sabellianiſin: Now let me 
proceed a little farther, to vindicate my ule of 
that Text; which, you pretend, is ſtrong againſt 3 
me. Origen perhaps may be of ſome Credit | 
with you; and the more for being admired by 
the Arians, and much cenſur'd by many of the 
Catholicks, but after his own Times. + His 
Comment, upon a parallel Text to this, roge- |? 
ther with this alſo, is pretty remarkable. It 
He (Chriſt) be the Image of the invisible, 
the Image it ſelf muſt be z7vz/ible roo. I 
will be bold to add, that ſince He is the Re-. 
_ ** ſemblance of his Father, there could not have | 


Comment. in Joh. p. 50. + See Athanaſ. V. 1. p. 55; · 
+ Apud Athanaſ. Decret. Synod, Nic. Vol. 1. p. 233. 


Been 
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to, been a Time when He was not. He goes 
ich on to argue, that ſince God is Light, and Chriſt 


by the 'Anavzacun, or ſhining forth of that Light, 
& quoting this Text, that They could never have 
ich been ſeparate one from the other, but muſt 
1y, have been Co- eternal. | | 

he * Diony/ius of Alexandria, another Aute- 
Ji Nicene Writer, draws the very ſame Inference 
qe. from the fame Text. And Alexander Biſhop 


in of Alexandria, in his circular Letter, b extant 
he in Athanaſius, makes the like uſe of it. The 
at latter part of the Text eſpecially, the words, 
ks MF expreſs Image of his Perſon, were very fre- 
3. quently and triumphantly urg d by the Catho- 
nt lich againſt the Arians : by © Alexander of 
at Alexandria, d Athanaſins, © Hilary, f Baſil, 


| 5 Gregory Nyſen, " Gregory Nazianzen,  Cy- 
je 7, and Others. 

This may ſatisfy you that it was neither 
ft F /{range, nor new, to alledge this Text in favor 
ic of Chriſt's Divinity. When you have any thing 
y | farther to object, it ſhall be fairly examin'd. In 
e the mean while, let ir ſtand, ro ſupport the Se- 


cond Query; which returns upon you, and ex- 
pects a fuller Anſwer. That it may come to 


2 Anuugæ wa BY: av @wro; l, 1 94 «570% 4166 1. ung 
2e 6 78 Soros, H 676 19% 4E To G& TRYJET the Apud Athanaſ, 
de Sent. Dionyſ. p. 253- | ? | 

b Nas ad Th dci rd aurgbs, 6 wv ei TANG xg GmmH 
;#Twe T5 νν . Apud Athanaſ. Vol, t. p. 299. 

c Epiſt. ad Alexand. Theodor. p. 7. d Orat. 1. p. 424. de 
Synod. p. 743. e De Trin. p. 97s. 1085. 1159. t Contr. 
Eunom. p. 28. 89. g Contr. Eunom. p. 460. Hh Orat, 36. 


3 Dial, 5. de Trin. 
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you recommended in the beſt Manner, and in 1 
the beſt Company, I ſhall here ſubjoin the Teſti- 
monies of the Ante- Nicene Writers, all declar- 
ing that the Son is not excluded from being the 
one God, but is included and comprehended 
therein: that is, tho' the one God primarily © 
denotes the Father, yet not exc/u/zvely, but 
comprehends the Son too. Now, as often as 
the primitive Writers ſpeak of Father and Son 
together, as the one God, in the Singular, they 
bear witneſs to this Truth. See the Teſtimonies | 
of Irenæus, Athenagoras, Tertullian, Cle- 


ment of Alexandria, and Origen, collected in 


Dr, F:4des's Body of Divinity, to which may N 
be added b Hippolytus, Lactautius, and even 
Euſebius Himſelf. who acknowledged d one God a 


in three Perſons, as Socrates informs us, 
proceed next to other Teſtimonies more 
expreſly declaring, that rhe Son is not excluded 
from being the one Supreme God, by the ſe- 
veral Texts of Scripture, which aſſert the unity; 
bur is always underſtood or implied, as com- 
prehended in the fame one God. * Irenæus lays 
that the Holy Scriptures declare the one and 


2 Vol. 5 p. 387. ec. 


b Ol oro fu Top u. ound v £65 w Oxey, eig ag fa © Dis. | 7 


oO f ue . o 9: duns. 1, T9 9 on. r 40v ede. 
0 ay mur irs rel, 0 0 105 2s , T0 01 ©3400 TV 149 oy 
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"us % 4340 TYwugt r Hippol. Contr, Noect. p- l by 16. 
| Fabric. Edit. C Lib. 4. c. 29. 


d Esa Ot oy r pici- gen. Socr. E. H. I. 1. c. 23. p. 48. 

e Univerſæ Scripturæ unum & Solum Deum, ad ex- 
cludendos alios, prædicent omnia feciſſe 8 Verbum Suum, &c. 
I. 2, c. * p- 155. Bened. — | 
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« only God, excluding all Others, to have 
„ made all Things by His WorD. Others 
are excluded but not his Mord, that is, his Son, 
by whom He made all Things, as Jrenæus 
conſtantly underſtands it. Art other times, He 
Z ſiys, God“ made all Things by Himſelf: 
it . interpreting Himſelf, by His Word and 
S His Wiſdom; that is, His Son, and the Holy 
u Spirit. Certainly, he could not think tar 
/ & God, in his Declarations of the Unity, meant 
Y to exclude what was fo near to Him, as to be 
" F juſtly (not in a Sabellian Senſe) interpreted 
XZ Him/elf. Many more Paſſages of the like Im- 
port might be cited from this primitive and ex- 
cellent Writer. I ſhall only add a f Paſſage or 
two to ſhow, that He look d upon the Son as 
the only true God, as well as the Father. He 
obſerves, that the Holy Scriptures never call 
any Perlon abſolately God or Lord, beſides 


ecit ea per ſemetipſum: hoc eſt per verbum & Sapientiam 
ſuam. Adeſt enim ei ſemper Verbum & Sapientia, Filius & Spiritus, 
per quos, & in quibus, omnia libere & ſponte fecit, Lib. 4. 
C. 20. P. 25 Js 

+ Nunquam neque Prophere neque Apoſtoli alium Deum nomi- 
naverunt, vel Dominum appellayerunt, præter Verum & Solum 
Deum. L. 3. C8. p.182. Neque igitur Dominus, neque Spiritus 
Sanctus neque Apoſtoli eum qui non eſſet Deus, definitive & abſo- 
jute Deum nominaſſent aliquando niſi eſſet Vere Deus. L 3. c. 6. 

Now ſee what follows, 

Utroſque Dei appellatione ſignavit Spiritus & cum qui ungitur. 
Filuum, & eum qui ungit Patrem. L. 3. c. 6. p. 180. 

This Father goes om in the ſame Chapter, to produce ſeveral other 
Inſtances from the Holy Scripture to prove that the Son is called 
(definitively and 2 God. That is plainly his meaning, as any 
Man may his ty, looking into the Chapter. I may add that He ap- 
plies ho Title of Solus Deus to Chriſt. L. 5. c. 17. p. 344 
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the only true Cod; and yet preſently after takes 


notice, that both Father and Son are by the 


ſame Scriptures abſolutely fo called. See the 


laces in the Margin: For though a⁵ßolutely 
be not there expreis d, yet it is neceſſarily 
implied, and is undoubtedly the Author's mean- 


Ing. 


Me may go on to Tertullian, who is fa full 
and clear to our Purpoſe, that nothing can be 
more ſo. Out of many Paſſages which might. 
be cited, I ſhall here content my {ſelf with one 
out of his Book againſt Prax cas. There 
is therefore one God the Father, and there 


is none Other beſides Him: By which He 
% does not mean to exclude the Son, but Anuo- 
* ther God. Now the Jon is not Another 
„ from the Father. Furthermore, do but ob- 


„ 


* Expreſſions, and you will find, for the moſt 
part, that they concern only the Makers 


* Tgitur unus Deus Pater, & alius abſque eo non eſt: Quod ipſe 
inferens, non Filium negat, ſed Alium Deum. Cæterum Alius à 
patre Filius non eſt. Denique, inſpice ſequentia hujuſmodi pro- 
nuntiationum, & invenias fere ad Idolorum Factitores atque Cultores 
Definitionem earum pertinere; ut multitudinem falſorum Deorum 
Unio diyinitatis expellat, habens tamen Filium quanto individuum 
& inſeparatum a Patre, tanto in Patre reputandum, etſi non nomi- 


natum. At quin ſi nominaſſet illum, ſeparaſſet, ita dicens, Alius 


præter me non eſt, niſi Filius meus. Alium enim etiam Filium 
feciſſet, quem de aliis excepiſſet. Puta Solem dicere: Ego Sol, & 
alius præter me non eſt, ni radius meus; nonne denotaſſes Vanitatem; 
quaſh non & Radius in Sole deputetur. c. 18. p. 10. Compare 
Trenaus, J. 4. c. 6. p. 234. 235. Non ergo Alius erat qui cognoſce- 
batur, & Alius qui dicebat nemo cognoſcit Patrem, ſed unus & idem, 
omnia ſubjiciente ei Patre, & ab omnibus accipiens Teſtimonium 
quoniam Vere Homo, & quoniam hre Deus. — . 
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ſerve the drift and tendency of this kind of ö 
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Other beſides me, except my Son; He would 
in effect hereby have declared Him to be 
Another (or aliene) by excepting Him in 
that manner our of Others. Suppoſe the Sun 
- F © to ſay, I am the Sun, and there is not 

Another beſides me, except my own Ray; 
would not you have mark'd the Imperti- 
*© nence; as if the Ray were not to be reckon'd 
to the Sun, as included in it? Here you 
ſee plainly what Tertullian means; Namely, 
that the Son is ſo much one with the Father, 
that He cannot be ſuppoſed to be excluded 
among Other Deities: He is not Another, but 
the ſame God with the Father: and yet this 
He aſſerts in a diſpute againſt Praxeas, one of 
the ſame Principles, in the main, with Noetwus 
and Sabellius So careful was He not to run 
Things into the oppoſite extreme. He takes 
care ſo to aſſert the Son to be the ſame God. 
with the Father, as not to make Him the ſame 
Per/on And on the other hand, while He 
maintains the Diſtinction of Perſons, He does 

8175 not 


es and Worſhipers of Idols; that Polyther/m 
he may be rooted out by a Senſe of the divine 
hne © Unity, which nevertheleſs includes the Son; 
who, in as much as He is undivided and in- 
y < ſeparable from the Father, is to be un- 
n. «© derſtood as implied in the Father, tho' He be 

not particularly named, Farther; had He 
Il « named the Son in this Caſe, it had been 
c IF © rantamount- to ſeparating Him from Him- 
t "IF *< ſelf: ſuppoſe He had ſaid; there is None 
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not forget to keep up the true Catholick Do- 
ctrine of the Unity of Subſtance. 

I ſhall next cite Athenagoras: This learned 
and judicious Writer, having proved at large, 
that there is but one God, the Father; and that 
the Chriſtians acknowledged no Other God; 
yet immediately adds, 2 rue ap & you & ©ts, 
c. 9. P. 37. as much as to fay, we comprehend 
and include the Son in that one God; we are 

always to be underſtood wirh this reſerve, or 
b Salvo to the Divinity of the Son; as does 
_ Clearly appear from what follows in the ſame 
Chapter, and in the next to it, where the Son 
is call'd © the Mind and Word of the Father, 
and declared to be 4*Uncreated, and © Eternal. 


And in * another place He very plainly com- 


ehends Both in the ove God. To avoid Pro- 
ixity, I ſhall content my ſelf with s referring 
only to the Paſſages in others of the Ante- 
Nicene Writers, leaving you to conſult Them 
at your leiſure, if you can make any doubt of 
ſo clear a Cafe. As to the PH. Nicene Fathers, 


2 Parallel to which is that in Athanaſius, Orat. 3. p. 558. Neef 

Toy 1 0 A 2 6 1%. And again: E, Ta ws, 2 Ag, 2 TgwT w 
cus ro 6 xe. See Tertull, Contr. Prax. c. 19. 

b Salvo enim filio, recte unicum Deum poteſt deter minaſſe cujus 
eſt Filius. Tertull. adv. Prax. c. 18. 

C N#; u ν . 75 auregs. c. 10. p. 39 · 

d Od ow; 1616 jrves, e A. 8 

f Otoy &99vTH5 T arm Tad: F mauyruc 2 T meg aur A. 
p- 122. Compare p. 40. | 

g Clemens Alexandr. p. 129. 135. 142. Origen Contr, Celſ. 1.8. 
p. 386. & alibi. 1 Contr, Noet. paſſim. Novatian. c. 3. 
Dionyſuus Romanus, apud Athanaſ. Dionyſius Alexand. apud Atha- 


naſium, p. 274. 44h 
| | thana- 
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XZ Athanaſias, Baſil, the Gregory's, Ferom, Au- 
/in. Chryſoſtom, &c. Their Sentiments are 
well known, in the preſent Point; and how 
they do not only reject. but abhor the Prin- 
ciples which you are endeavouring to revive. 
However, I ſhall tranſcribe one Paſſage out of 
Athanaſius, part whereof has been given above, 
which may ſerve as a Comment upon the Ca- 
tbolicks which went before Him, whoſe Senti- 
ments He was perfectly well acquainted with, 
and had thoroughly imbibed. | 

| When the Prophet, ipeaking of the Crea- 
tion, faith, hich Alone ſpreadeth out the 
Heavens, Job. 9. 8. And when God fays, 
« Alone ſtretch forth the Heavens, I[.44. 24. 
It is very manifeſt to every Man, that in Him, 
who is ſaid to be Alone, the Word of that 
++ Alone, is allo ſignified, in whom all Things 
were made, and without whom Nathing was 
made. If therefore the Heavens were made 
3 © by the Mord, and yet God lays, I Alone; 
and the Son, by whom the Heavens were 
made, is underſtood to have been with the 
Alone God; for the ſame reaſon allo, if it 
be ſaid, one God, and I Alone, and I the 
** Firſt, we are undoubtedly to underſtand , 
that in the One, Alone, and Firft, is com- 
prehended the Word, as Eftulgency, amv 
** 14042, is implied in Light. Athauaſiuss 
reaſoning in this Paſſage is ſo like Tertullian's 
upon the fame Head, that one might think He 
* Athanaſ. Orat. 3. Contr. Arian. p. 558- had 
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bed borww ü it from Him. But, indeed, it is 


ſo entirely conformable to the true and genuine 
Sentiments of the Catholichs before Him, that 
3 juſtly paſs for the general Senſe of 
All. 

To confirm what hath been ſaid. I ſhall uſe 
one Argument more, before I paſs on to ano- 
ther Query; ſuch as, if carefully conſider d. 
may be ſufficient to ſilence all farther doubt or 


ſcruple. with regard to the Senſe of the Ante- 


Nicene Writers. 910 

It is well known, that they ever look d up- 
on the Son, as the God of the eus, the God 
of Abraham, Iſaac and Jacob, that is, the one 
Supreme God. Many particular Teſtimonies 
may be cited in Proof of the Fact, which, for 
Brevity fake, I paſs over; and proceed to a 
more general Argument drawn from their citing 
of Texts out of the Old Teſtament, in which 
the one Supreme God is undoubtedly ſpoken 
of; and applying them to the Perſon of Chriſt, 
the ſecond Perſon of the ever Bleſſed Trinity. 


They heard the Voice of the Lord God 


walking in the Garden. — And the Lord 


God called unto Adam, &c. Gen. 3, 8, 9. 


f The Lord appeared to Abram, and ſaid 


unto him, I am the Almighty-God; walk be- 


fore me, and be thou perfect, Gen. 17. I, 2. 


* Theophil. Antioch. p. 11g. Ed. Ox. Tertullian, adv. Prax. c. 16, 


+ Clem. Alex. Pedag. l. 1. c. 7. p. 131. Euſeb. Demonſtr. Ev. l. 5. 


. 9. E. H. l. 1. C. 2. 
And 
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2 And the Lord appeared unto him in the 
plains of Mamre. The Lord ſaid unto Abra- 
ham, &c. Gen. 18. 1. 13. 

b The Lord rained upon Sodom, and upon 
Gomorrah 6brimſtone and fire from the Lord 
ont of Heaven, Gen. 19 24. 

© And Abraham —— ſtood before the Lord, 
&c. Gen. 19. 27. 8 

d 4nd God ſaid unto Abraham, &c. Gen. 


21.12. 


e And behold, the Lord ſtood above it, and 


ſaid, I am the Lord God of Abraham thy Fa- 


ther, and the God of Iſaac, Gen. 28. 13. 
am the God of Bethel, where thou 


anointedſt the Pillar, &c. Gen. 31.13. 


s And God ſaid unto Jacob, ariſe, go up to 
Bethel. — aud make there an altar to God, 
that appear d unto Thee, &c. Gen. 35.1. 

h God called unto him out of the midſt 
of the Buſh, He faid, J am the God 
of Abraham, the God of Iſaac, and the God 


a Fuſlin. Martyr. p. 213. Sylburg. Ed. Novat. c. 26. Tertull, 
Prax. c. 16, 17. Euſeb. Dem. E. l. 5. c. 9. Epiſt. Synod. Antioch. 
Labb. Tom, 1. P · 845. 

b Fuſt. Mart. p. 215. Irenens, l. 3 c. 6. p. 180. Tertull. Prax. 
E. 13. 16. Euſeb. E. H. J. . 6.2. Novat, Co 285 26. 

c Fuſt. Mart. p. 216. | 

d Fuſt. Mart. Novat. c. 26. a 

e Fuſt. Mart. p. 218. Clem. Alex. Pad. l. 1. c. 7. p. 131. 

f Zuſt. Mart. 218. Clem. Alex. Pad. |. 1. c. 7. p. 132. Novat. 
4. 27. Euſeb. Demon. Ev. |. 5. c. 10. Epiſt. Synod. Antioch. Labb. 
Tom. 1. p. 848. 

g Juſtin Mart. 218. Cyprian. Teſt, |. 2. c. C. p. 35. Ed» Ox. 

h Fuſt. Mart. p. 220+ Ireneus, |. 3. c. 6. p. 180. l. 4. c. 12. 
p- 241. l. 4. c. 5. p. 233. Tertull. Prax. c. 16. Epiſh, Synod. 
Antioch. habb, Tom, 1. p- 348. | | | 

of 
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of Jacob, &c. Exod. 3. 4. 8. | 3 
And God ſaid unto tro, F AM THAT 
I am. The Lord God of your Fathers, the 
God of Abraham, of Haac, and of Jacob, 44 
| pear'd, Exod. 3. 14. 15. f 4 
1 | b appeared unto Abraham, wnto Iſaac, and 
1 unto Jacob, by the name of God Almighty, but 
| by my name Jehovah, was 1 not known unto 
them, Exod. 6. 30. : 
| I am the Lord thy God, which brought 
thee out of the Land of eps. Exod. 20. 2. 
4 God of liraci, Exod. 24. 10 
e The Lord ſtrong and mighty, the Lord 
mighty in battle. The Lord of Hoſts, He is | 
the King of Glory, Pfal. 24. 8.10. : 
f Be 12 and know that I am God. I will 
be exalted, 8c. Pal. 46. 10. 
= 8 God is gone up with a ſhout, The Lord 
| (Jehovah) &c. Pal. 47. 5 
43 h The mighty God, even the Lord, hath 
ſpoken —— Our God ſhall come, and ſhall not 
keep ſilence, &c. Plal. Fo. 1. 3. 


2 bees ubi ſupra. That is, He muſt of conſequence under- 
ſtand this of Chriſt as well as, v. 4. 8. ( See True Script. Doctrine 
continu'd p. 159, 160.) Tertull. ad v. Praæ. c. 17, Fuſt. Mart. Aol. 1. 

. 96. Ox. Ed. 

b Fuſt. Martyr. p. 278. Sylbur. Edit. 

c Clem. Alexand. Padag. |. 1. c. 7. p. 131. 

d Euſeb. Demorſir. Ev. 1 A C. a8. 
al e 7uft. Mart. Dial. p. 197. Cyprian, adv. Jud. . 2. c. 29+ p. 49, $O- 

Orig. in Matt. p. 438. Euſeb. in loc. 
f Cyprian. adv. Fud. |. 2. c. 6. p. 35. 

2 Martyr. Dial. p. 197. Euſeb. in Pſal. 23. p. 91. 

Eren. I. 3. e. 6. p. 180. Cyprian. adv. Fud. l. 2 c. 28. p. 48. 
it. de Bono Patietn, p. 226, Enſeb, m Pſal. p. 209 © 
Let 
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2 Let God ariſe, and let his Enemies, &c. 
Sing unto God, ſing Praiſes, &c. Pl. 68. 1. 4. 
b In Judah zs God known, &c.. Pi. 76.1. 
= < God ſtandeth in the Congregation of the 
XV mighty: he judgeth among Gods, Pl. 82. 1. 
Ide Lord reigneth Pl. 99. 1 | 
. © Behold, God is my Salvation : I will truſt 
and not be afraid, for the Lord Jehovah is my 
ſire 1 * &c. If. 12. 2. 
ehold your God will come with Ven- 
| geance, even 0 od with a Recompence, He will 
come and ſave you, Il. 35. 4. 
s That ſtreteheth out the Heavens like a 
Curtain, &c. If. 40. 22. 
h Thus ſaith the Lord that created thee, O 
Jacob, and that formed thee, O Iſrael, WH. 43.1. 
i Thus faith the Lord, the King of lirael, 
and his redeemer the Lord of hoſts; I am the 


25 ng God, It. 4 

k am the 78 that maketh all Thi 
that ſtretcheth forth the Heavens alone, 
ſpreadeth abroad the Earth by my ht, 


H. 44. 24. 


2 Cyprian. adv, Jud. I. 2. c. 6. c. 28. p. 35, 49 
b Irenaus, |. 3. c. 9. p. 184. | 
c Juſt. Mart. Dial, p. 277. Irenaus, 1.3- c. 6. p. 180. Novas. 
as Irin c. 15. Cyprian. adv. Fud. |. 2. c. 6. p» 35+ E in loc. 
d Fuſtin. Martyr. p. 224. 
e Irenaus, |. 3. c. 2. p. 286. 
f Ireneus, I. 3, c. 20. p. 244+ Novat. c. 12. A Synod. Antioch. 
Labb: Tom. 1. p. 845+ 
8 Hippohye Contr, Nasr. c. 18. p. 19. Titus 6; napaguy F Shares. 
Zuſebius in loc. 2 c. g. 405 · 
k: Euſalius in las, 


firſt, and I am _ laſt, aud beſides me there 


Surely 
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2 Furely God is in thee, and there is none 
elſe; there is no God, Il. 45. 14 f 
b ill ſave them by the Lord their God : 
aud will not fave them by Bow, nor by S'word, | 
Hoſea 1. 7. I 
© The Lord alſo ſhall roar out of Sion, and I! 
utter his voice from Jeruſalem, Joel 3. 16, Wt 


Amos 1. 2. I: 
d M ho is a God like unto thee, that far . 
doneth iniquity Mic. 7. 18. 1 


© God came from Teman, and the Holy On: ( 
from mount Ephraim. Habakuk 3. 3. a 
f am God, not Man, Holea 11. 9. TE 

a 

ſt 


8 I will ſtrengthen them in the Lord. "| 
faith the Lord, Lech. 10. 12. N 
h This is our God, and there ſhall nont 
other be accounted of in Compariſon of him, | 
Baruch 3. 35. 


Theſe ſeveral Texts, beſides others of like 
Nature, the Aute- Nicene Writers, in general, | 
underſtood of Chriſt, And therefore it is ex- 
ceeding clear, that, according to the Doctrine 
of that Time, the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity 


a Cyprian. ad, Fu. |. 2. e. 6. P- 34 · Euſeb. Dem. Ev. |. Fo Co 4. 
p- 225- Lactant. Epitom. c. 44. p. 116. Edit. Dav. Iuſtit. p. 404 
Edit. Ox. Epiſt, Synod. Antioch. Labb. Tom. 1. p. 845. 

b Novat. Trin. c. 12 

C Irenaus, l. 3. c. 20. p. 214. |. 4+ c. 33. p. 273. 

d Irenæus, |. 3. c. 20. p. 214. | 

e Trenaus l. 3. c. 20. p. 214. I. 4. c. 33. p. 273. | 

f Cyprian. Teſtim, |. 2. c. 6. p. 35. Euſeb. Dem, Ev. l. 5. c. 24. 
99 p-· 249. Epiſt. Synod. Antioch. Labb. Tom. 1. p. 845. 
= g Cyprian. Teſt. J. 2. c. 6. p. 35. Euſ. Dem. Ev. |. 5+ c. 26. p. 251- 
"= K oh Ka Teſs, l. 2+ c. G. p. 35. Lactans. Epit, 3 Ed. Dav. 
is 
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is the Lord; the Lord God; the Almighty God; 


the Lord God of Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob; 

WThe Fehovah ; the Lord of Hoſts; the Mighty 
Cod; the Only Cod; and befides whom there 
is 10 God; the God of T/rael, &c. All this, 
I fay, Chriſt is, according to the Doctrine of 
choſe early Times: not excluſive of the Father, 
any more than the Father is ſuch, excluſive of 
che Son; but together with the Father: That 
is, Father and Son Both are the one Supreme 
God: not one in Perſon, as you frequently 
and groundleſly infinuate, but in Subſtance, 
Power, and Perfection. I know, you have 
Jan Evaſion, by which you hope to elude the 
force of all that has been urged. . But when I 


e have ſhown you, bow weak and inſufficient 


Y your Pretence IS; I hope, I ſhall hear no 
more of it. 


* In another part of your Book, ( P.20.) you. 
pretend that Chriſt ſpake only in the Per ſon of 
the Father; and that when He faid, for in- 


„ ſtance, I am the God of Bethel, Gen. 31. 13. 
the meaning is no more than this; Jehovah 


T * See alſo Clarke's Script. * p. 192 


whom I repreſent, and in whoſe Name I 


beat, is the God of Bethel. Had you given 
it only as your 9w7 Interpretation of this, and 
the like Texts, it might be very excuſable : 

But having told ns what you mean by ſpeaking 
in the Perſon of God the Father, you after- 
| wards add, that it was the unanimous Opinion 


of all Antiquity, that Chriſt appear'd ſl ſpake, 


an 


— —— r —oLn——¾ * — — — — — — — — — — 
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E the Perſon of God the Father (p. 22.) leaving f 
our Eng liſh Reader to believe, that your no-| 
vel Ex fication was the current Doctrine off 
all Antiquity. The Thing may be true in fon 
Senſe, ſuch as is foreign to your Purpoſe: Bu 
in your Senſe, it is notoriouſly falſe, as all that 
have look'd into Antiquity very well know. 
However, for the Beneſit of the common Rea. 
der, I will ſhow that the good Fathers applied 3 
theſe Texts to Chriſt confider'd in his o. 
Per ſon; and not in the Father's only. This 
Mall be made clear, to a Demonſtration, both 
from Particular Teſtimonies of the ſame Fa 
hers ; and from the general Scope, Drift, and“ 

Dc fer gn of thoſe Writers, in citing the Texts be 
fore mention'd. 4 
* Clement of Alexandria, citing Exod. 20. 2 

1 am the Lord thy God, &c. and underſtand 
ing it of Chriſt, oblerves particularly, that Chriſt 
aid this of Himſelf, in his own Perſon. : 
Irenæus, having cited Exod. 3.6. (I am th 
God of Abraham, and the God of liaac, &c. 
Which He underſtands as ſpoken by Chriſt ;| 
2 gocs on thus. From hence (Chu) made ; 
it plain, that He who ſpoke to Moſes out 


* Dab, h onzy ary Al TS 1 rege du, ber oν⁊iu get aua 5 
, £yw x664@> 6 D266 Ts, 6 «2% or in yn, Alen. Clem 
Alex. Pæd. J. 1, C. 7. p. 131. Edit, Ox. | 

+ Per Hzc utique manifeſtum fecit quoniam is qui de Rub» Þ 
locutus eſt Moyſi, & Manifeſtavit sE eſſe Deum Patrum, Hic 0 9 
viventium Deus 1565 igitur Chriſtus cum Patre Vivorum el 
Deus, qui locutus eſt Moyſi, qui & Tatribus rhauifeſtards '> 
ben, 1.4, c. 5. p. 232, 
F See lib. 3. c. 6G. lib, * c. d, 


. 


« f 


Qu. II. of ſome QUERIES. 35 


of the Buſh, and manifeſted Himſelf to be 
„the God of the Fathers, is the God of the 
Living. And after a deal more in that 
Chapter ro ſhow that rhe Father and Son are 
One and the tame God, He concludes to this 
eſſect. Chriſt Himſelf therefore, with the 
Father, is the God of the Living,. who ſpake 
© to Moſes, and was manifeſted to the Fa- 
„ thers. 43 
Novatian, having obſerved that the Ange 
which appeared to * Agar, Sarah's Maid, was 
repreſented in Holy Scripture as Lord and God, 


after ſome reaſoning upon it, ſuitable to the pre- 


vailing Principles of his own Times, as well as 


of the Times preceding, Summs up the whole 


in this Manner. + Wherefore if the preſent 
«« Paſſage cannot ſuit with the Perſon of rhe 
Father, whom it would not be proper to call 
an Angel, nor to the Perſon of an Angel, 
uvhich it would not be proper to call God; 
but it may comport with the Per/o of 
++ Chriſt both to be God, as the Son of God, 
and to be an Angel too, as ſent to reveal his 
++ Father's Will: The Hereticks ought to con- 


* See Geneſss c. 16. | 

+ Ergo fi hic locus neque Per/one Patris congruit ne Angelu 
dictus fit, neque Perſone Angeli, ne Deus -pronuntiatus fit : Fer on 
autem Chriſti convenit, ut & Deus fit, quia! Det Filius eſt, & An- 
gelus fit, quoniam paternæ diſpoſitionis Adnuntiator eſt ; intelligere 
debent contra Scripturas ſe agere Hzretici, qui Chriſtum quum 
dicant ſe & Angelum credere, nolint etiam illum Deum pro- 
nuntiare —— Novat. c. 26. p. 724. | 
% M "Ayan®» F margys 6 "ys ir, airs Kiox®» 5; Onhs avs 


Synod. Antioch. Ep. 2 l 3 
D 2 ſider 
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ſider that They run counter to the Sacred 
« Writ, while They admit that Chriſt is an Au. 
gel, and yet refuſe to acknowledge that He 
is God allo, Here, you'll obſerve, that. ac- Þ 
cording to Novatian, it was to the Per ſon of 
Chriſt, not to the Per ſon of God the Father, 3 
that the Titles of God and Lord, in this or the 
like Inſtances, belong d; and that therefore L 
they are given to Him in his 0wr Perſon, in 
his own right, as God's Son and Conſubſtantial 
with Him; than which nothing can be more 
diamerrically oppoſite ro Your's, or to Dr. 
Clarke's Hypotheſis. It is not ſaid, God, only 
as having true Dominion and Authority, bur, 
as God's Son; and that implies, with Novatian, 
S wbſtantie Communionem , real and Hentia 4 
Divinity *. \ 

1 ſhall next ſhow you che ſame of Faſtin f 
Martyr; and then beg your Pardon for the 
Impertinence of inſiſting ſo long upon what Þ 
none, one might think, that has ever ſeen the 
Antients, could make the leaſt Queſtion of 
Permit me, ' ſays He, ro ſhow you allo out! 
of the Book of Exodus, how the very fame PF 
** Perſon, who appeared to Abraham and Ja. 
cob, as an Angel, and God, and Lord, and 
Man, appear'd ro Mo/es in a Flame of Fire 
out of the Buſh, and talked with Him. A 
little after, He adds theſe remarkable Words 1 


$ 
ö 
* 
3 
| 

; 


c. 31. Compare Cb. 11. Ut enim præſcripſit Ipſa natura Homi- 
nem credendum eſſe, qui ex Homine ſit: ita eadem natura preſcri 

bit, & Deum credendum elle, qui ex Deo fits · 
i 4 * You 
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« * You have ſeen, Gentlemen, that the 
« fame Perſon whom Mo/es calls an Angel, 
„ and who convers'd with Him in the Flame 
of Fire; that very Perſon bezng God, ſigni- 
fies to Moſes that Himſelf is the God of 
Abraham, and of Iſaac, and of Jacob. I 
will not ſo far diſtruſt your Judgment, as to add 
any farther Comment to fo plain Words. I need 
bur juſt hint to any who know Juſtin Martyr, 
that He, as well as Novatzian, reſolves the Di- 
vinity of Chriſt into his f Sonſhip ; and Sonſhip. 
into + Communication of the ſame divine Sub- 
ſtance : Which I remark chiefly againſt Dr.Clarke, 
who ſeems to admit that thoſe Titles belong'd to 
the Perſon of Chriſt; which is more than I ap- 
3 prehend you do. It were very caly to add parti- 
3 cular Paſſages to the ſame purpoſe from other 
Fathers; bur it was, in a manner, needleſs to 
have mention'd theſe. For, the general ſcope, 
drift, and deſign of the primitive Writers, in 
this Caſe, ſhows ſufficiently What I contend for. 
Their deſign was to prove Chriſt's Divinity; 
to ſhow that there was another Perſon, be- 
ſides the Father, who was really Lord and 
Cod; and that this Perſon was Chriſt. This 
is the avowed deſign clear through Fuſtin's 


— 
— 
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* 


* PIT) T7 ab en d N wwong A, oy r 
S ANG KEV auTw, oor auro, Oz; wv, on pain Ta. Wwoer on 
ad i519 Oe Abogi f lower 5 lands. Juſt. Mart. Dial. p. 220. 
4 Compare Apol. 1. To d £667 17% Oh Bars 1 Man iya $6146 0 
4, 0 Oro; Agar x; 6 Ot Inxwe, x, Oz0g F rarige TE, en- 
x1 7 @ i C&S privew A h ors F xe avIparss. 

t p. 75. 278. 280. Sylb Ed. f P. 281 | 
(1272 D 3 Dialogue ; 
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Dialogue; and the like may be ſaid of No- 
vatian, Tertullian, Cyprian, Irenæus and the 
Reſt, where they cite theſe Texts, which 1 
have given you a Liſt of. 
The Argument they uſed, is this. There is 
a Perſon frequently ſtiled God and Lord, Je- 
hovabh, Almighty, &c. who convers'd with 
Adam, appear'd to the Patriarchs, and all 
along headed and conducted the People of the 
Zews. This Perſon could not be an Augel on- 
ly: ſuch high Titles could never belong to any 
meer Angel. He could not be God the Father: 
His Office was zniniſtirial, He is called an 
Angel, He appear d. He condeſcended to take 
upon Him human Shape, and other reſem- 
blances“: Theſe Things do not ſuit with the 
firſt Perſon of the Trinity. Well then; who 
could He be, but God the Son? Who being 
really God, might, in his own right, truly and 
juſtly aſſume thoſe high Titles; and yer being 
Second only in the ever Bleſſed Trinity, and 
deſigning. in his own due Time, to take human 
Nature upon Him, might more ſuitably con- 
deſcend to act miniſterially among Men, (a 
proper prelude ro his Incarnation which ſhould 
come after) and fo might be, not only God, 
but an Angel too. This is their Argument, as 


* 1 do not find, that the pure fimplicity of the divine Nature 
was ever urged, in this Caſe, as a veaſon why it could not be the 
er: nor, that the hunian AﬀeRions and Actions aſeribed to 
Angel, were wunderſtood literally, or othirwiſe than by way if 
ee. Tertullian gives a very 4 Kren, account of it, ſhowing how 
eat be underſſood Freeneira;, Contr, Marc. l. a4. 


a © 


WW every 


* 
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every one knows, that knows any thing 9 
theſe Matters. Now, ſuppoſe that theſe good 
Fathers had underſtood, Gen. 31. 13. as you dq; 
X 1 am the God of Bethel: That is, my Father, 
whom I repreſent, is the God of Bethel. 
What a trifling Argument would you here put 
into their Mouths ? © Chriſt declares that the Per- 
ſon, whom He repreſents, is God and Lord: 
therefore Chriſt is God, &c. Or propoſe the 
Argument thus, upon your Hypotheſis : The 
Lord God (the Father) called unto Adam, Gen. 
8. 9. God ſaid unto Abraham, Sc. Gen. 21. 12. 
„that is, God the Father ſpoke by bis Son; 
therefore the Son is called God, and is God. 
Jan any thing be more ridiculous? The Con- 
cluſion which Juſtin Martyr draws from the 


whole, and which He trium hant y urges ng 
I 7-92, is this; that Chuilt is really Lord and 


God. Oebs zaniruy, y Oels ic % fra. The other 
Writers draw the lame Concluſion from the 
lame Premiſes; a Concluſion without any Thing 
to ſupport ir, had they underſtood theſe Texts, 
as you pretend They did. In ſhot, the very 
Ground and Foundation of all They lay upon 
this Article, is built upon a Suppoſition diame- 
rrically oppoſite to Your's ; ſo little countenance 
4 have you from Antiquity. Farthe * hey all 
g conclude that the Perſon declaring Himlelf to 
be God and Lord, &c. cguld not he an Angel; 
not a meer Angel. There is ſome Senſe in 
this; if you ſuppoſe an Angel declaring, in his 
own Per ſon, that He is God and Lord, It is 
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blaſphemous and abſurd for any meer Angel to 

make ſuch Declaration. But, ſuppoſing it meant 
of the Perſon of the Father, why might not 
any Angel declare, what is certainly true, that 
the Father is God, or deliver God's errand in 
hisown Words? Had the Fathers thought, as you | 


do, they muſt have argued thus, very weakly: 


It could not be a meer Angel thar appear'd, or | 


that ſpoke thus and thus. Why ? Becauſe the 
Perſon who ſent Him, and who undoubtedly is 
the God of the Univerſe, is called God & 


Lord. Of all the ſilly Things that Ignorance 


and Malice have combined to throw upon the | 
primitive Martyrs and Defenders of the Faith of | 
Chriſt, I have not met with one comparable to 
this. I am therefore willing to believe, that 
ou did not mean to charge them with it; but 
only expreſs'd your ſelf darkly and obſcurely; 
which yet ſhould not have been done, by one 
who would be careful not to miſlead, even an 
unwary Reader. I would here make one Remark, 
8. leave it with you: And that is, of the 
* ſtrict Senſe wherein the Antieuts uſed the 
word God, as applied to the Son. They argued 
that it could not be an Angel that appeared. 
Why ? becauſe the Perſon appearing was called 
God. Thus Novatian, who ſpeaks the Senſe 
of all the reſt. Ouomods ergo Deus ſi Angelus 
fuit ; cum non J hoc nomen Angelis unguam 


* Other Arguments 7 the ſtrict Senſe of the Word, God, as uſed 
by the Aute · Nicene Writers, and e to the Lon, may be ſeen 
in Dr. Fiddes, p- 374 Ce. 


Con- 


1 
. 
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conceſſum®*? But bow then ig He Ged, if no 
more than Angel, ſince Angels never bad the 
privilege of ſo high a Title! Novatian allows 
(Ch. 15.) that Angels have been called Gods, 
meaning in the looſe Figurative Senſe: But here 
He plainly ſignifies that rhe Word, God, when 
applicd to the Jon, is to be underſtood in the 
ſtrict and proper Senſe: And thus the Antzents 
in general underſtood it. Angels, the very 
higheſt order of Creatures, were not by them 
thought worthy of the Name and Title of God. 
It would have been highly abſurd, in their 
Judgment, to have given it them, in ſuch a 
Senſe, and in ſuch Circumſtances, as they ap- 
plied it to the Son. They knew nothing of 
you Relative Senſe of the Word: They knew 
etter. But this by the Way: Let us return to 
our Subject. You'll ask me now perhaps, what 
did ſome of the Fathers mean, thoſe eſpecially 
whom you have quoted in the Margin (g. 22.) 
by the Son of God, appearing, and ſpeaking 
in the Per/onu of God the Father? I have ſhown 


= you what they certainly did not mean: And if 


I could not ſo readily account for the other, it 
is of leſs Moment; the Caule heing little con- 
cern'd in it. But I ſhall endeavor to ſatisfy you 
in this Point alſo. 

You have but two Quotations, which are any 
thing to the Purpoſe: One out of Theophilts, 
Biſhop of Antioch; and the other from Ter. 
tullian. And they indeed, verbally, may ſeem 
to countenance your Notion ; tho', in rea/zty, 

Ch. 26. they 


4 


42 ADEFENSE Qu II. 
they meant nothing like it. But, what did 
they mean, one by, * & acgours Ty Os, the 
other by, f Auforitate & nomine (Patris?) 
Let it be conſidered, that the ſecond Perſon, in 
the Texts above cited, is not repreſented under 
his own per/onal diſtinguiſhing Character, as a 
Son, or ſecond Perſon, or Meſſiah, or Media- 
tor, as He has been ſince. It is not ſaid, that 
the Son of the Lord God, called unto Adam; 
but the Lord God called, &c t. It is not, 1 
am the Sou of the God of Bethel, &c. But 
Jam the God of Bethel; and fo in the reſt; 
Chriſt therefore, in theſe, - or the like Texts, is 
not repreſented under his own peculiar Cha- 
racter; but under ſuch a Character as is common 
to the Godhead, to the Father and Him too. 
This Character, ſince the diſtinction of Perſons 
has been revealed to us, has been, in a more 
eminent and peculiar Manner, reſerved to the 
Father. He is repreſented eminentiy now as 
God; and Chriſt, as Son vf God; or Mediator, 
or Meſſiah. Chriſt having before took upon 
Him chat Part, Character, or Office, which' ſince 
that time has been reſerved, in a peculiar man- 
ner, to the Father, may be ſaid to have acted 
in the Per/ox of the Father, or in the Name of 
the Father; that is, under the ſame Character 
or Capacity, which the Father now chiefly 
bears, with reſpect to Men. This He might 
well do, bcing equally qualificd for either. As 


* Theoph. ad Autol. I. 2. p. 229. Ox, Ed. 
T Tertull. acv. Marc. J. 2. c. 27. 4 Gen. z. 9. 


Jon 


/ 
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on of God, He was really God; and as Sow 
of the Almighty, He was Almighty, in his 


therefore might as juſtly bear the Stile and Title 
of Lord God, God of Abraham, &c. while He 
J acted in that Capacity, as He did that of Me- 
diator, Meſſiah, Son of the Father, &c. after 
Ne condeſcended to act in another, and to dif- 
cover his perſonal Relation. 
You cited theſe Words of Tertullian: Cujus 
Auttoritate f & nomine ipſè erat Deus, qui 
videbatur, Dei Filius. Which might have been 
rendred thus: The Son of God who ap- 
peared, He was God (acting) in his (the Fa- 
ther's) Name, and with his Authority. And 
had you but cited the next immediate Words, 
you might have diſcovered the true meaning of 
that Paſſage. Sed & penes nos, Chriſtus in 
perſona Chriſti, quia & hoc modo noſter eft : 
Thar is to fay : But with us (Chriſtians) Chriſt 
is allo underſtood under the Character, or Per- 
lon, of the Meſſiab: Becaule He is urs in this 
Capacity alſo: That is, He is not only our 


under that Character we receive Him, as being 
more peculiar to Him, beyond what He has 
in common with the Father. Formerly He was 


suo jure omnipotens qua Filius Onnipotentis — 
Filius Omnipotentis tam Omnipotens fit, quam Deus Dei Filius. 
Trax. c. 17. p. 420. 


+ Contr, Marc. l. 2. c. 27. 


own right, as Tertullian expreſſes it. And 


God; but our Mediator and Redeemer. And 


received and adored under the one commou'Cha- 


racer 


+ Vid. Tertull. Contr. Prax, c. 21. p. 512. 
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racter of God, Lord, and Jehovah: not meerly M 


as repreſentative of God the Father, or as in» 
veſted with his Authority, but as ſtrictly and 


truly God, Con ſubſtantial with God the Father; 


according to the unanimous Opinion of all the 
Antients, and * of thoſe in particular, who ſpeak | 
of his acting in the Name, or Perſon of the Fa. k 


ther. But now, having a new Title to diſtin- Þ 


ouiſh Him by, we receive Him in both Capa. 


cities: as God, by Nature; and as Meſſiah, or 


Mediator, by Office. 

The Sum then of the Caſe is this: When 
Chrift appear'd- to the Patriarchs, and claim'd 
their Obedience, Homage, and Adoration ; He 


n rr 22 3 l 


did not do this under the Name and Character 


which He has ſince diſcovered to be per/onal F 


and peculiar ro Him ; but under another ; 


which is His too, but in common with the Fa- 
ther ;. namely, that of Lord God, God Almighty, 
&c. and being ſince diſcovered not to be the] 
Father Himſelf, but the Son; not unoriginated. 
but God of God; all that He did mult be re. 
fer'd back to the Father, the Head and Foun- 
tain of All; whoſe Authority He exercis'd, Þ 
whoſe Orders He executed, and whoſe Per /on, Þ 
Character, or Office, He repreſented and fu Þ 
ſtained. Thus, under the f New Teſtament al- 
ſo, He referred all that He did to the Autho- Þ 
rity of the Father, as the firſt Original, and 
Fountain of all Power, Pre- eminence, Dignity, 


* See True Script. Doctr. continu d, p-. 196. 


Oe. 
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Se. acting in His Name, executing His Will, 
and repreſenting His Perfon. (I and my Fa- 
and ther are one, Joh 10.30. He that hath ſeen 
ne, hath ſeen the Father, Joh. 14.9. 1 can 
= of my own ſelf do nothing, Joh. 5. 30.) And 
yet whatever is ſaid of Chriſt, is to be under- 

ſtood of Him in his own Per ſon; and not of 
the Father only, whom He repreſented. In 
fne, it is not neceſſary that every one who 
acts in the Name, or by the Authority, or in 
the Per ſon of another, ſhould uſurp the Stile 
of that other, and ſpeak of Him in the f/f 
Perſon; and therefore you can draw no cer- 

Z tain Concluſion from the two Paſſages of Theo- 
ter philus and Tertullian. On the contrary, I 
al have ſhown you from the whole Drift, Tenor, 


rand Tendency, as well as from particular Teſti- 
a- monies of the primitive Writings, "that they - 
„ are far from favouring your pretences in this 


he Caſe, but are a perfect Contradiction to it. 
4, From what hath been ſaid, theſe three Things 
are very plain and evident. 

1. That, according to the mind of the An- 
tients, the Son was God, and ſo called in his 

own Perſon. | 

2. That He was God in his own Perſon, as 
being God's Son. | 2 Ra. 

3. That He was God's Son, as having the 
_— Subſtance communicated from the Fa- 
ther. | 
Theſe three Conſiderations entirely take off 
the force of whatever either You, or Dr. Clarke 


hath 
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che unanimous conſent of all Antiquity, before 


hereby been drawn out into a diſproportionate Þ 


cient Apology. Were you able Satisfactorily to Þ 
anſwer the following Queries; This one, while 
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hath offer'd to plerplex and puzzle a very clea 
and manifeſt Truth. | 1 

I have inſiſted chiefly on the firſt Particular, 
as was proper in this place; though I have, 
in paſſing, hinted enough of the two latter | 
alſo ; eſpecially conſidering that they will 
often be glanced at again, in the procels of 
our Diſpure. 15 | —_ 

Thus, I hope, I have ſufficiently vindicated 
the Argument of this Second Query, having 
thown, from plain Scripture Texts, that Chriſt | 
is not excluded from being the one Supreme 
God in Conjunction with the Father; and taken 
off your Exceptions: And leſt this ſhould ſeem 
inſufficient, 1 have confirm'd it farther, from 
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the Council of Nice; which is what your felf Þ 
appeal to in the Caſe. This Article indeed has 


Length: Bur the Importance of it is a fuffi- Þ 


it ſtands unanſwered, would be enaugh for all. 
But I proceed. 


oo m. of ſome QUERIES. ay 


QuExk v III. 


= //hether the Word (God) in Scripture, can 
rea ſonably be ſuppuſed to carry an ambigu- 
ous meaning, or be uſed in a different Senſe, 
when applied to the Father and Son, in the 
ſame Scripture, and even in the ſame 
Verſe? See Joh. 1.1. 


"LY ERE you make Anſwer; that the Word 
(God) in Scripture hath a relative 
IE and is uſed in a ſupreme and 4 
ſubordinate Senſe. And you appeal to Exod. 
7. I. I have made Thee a God to Pharaoh; 
and to Pfal. 82.1. God ſtandeth in the Afem- 
bly of Gods ; judgeth among Gods; and you 
deſire that 7oh. 10. 34, 35. may be compared: 
te 1s it not written in your Law, I ſaid ye are 
H. Code, &c. You are impatient, I perceive, to 
to come to your Diſtinction of Supreme and Sub- 
le ordinate; which, you imagine, clears all Diffi- 
L. culties, and you will not ſtay to conſider what 
ougght to be faid firſt. The firſt and moſt ge- 
neral Diſtinction of the Senſes of the Word, 

God, ſhould be into proper and improper; after 
Which it will be ſoon enough ro come to your 
famed Diſtinction of Supreme and Subordinate. 

Pr. Cure, indeed, would perſwade us, that 

the proper Scripture-Notion of God is Domi- 

y i 70%; and that therefore any Perſon having 
Dominion, is, according to the Seriptute- No- 

| tion, 


3 | 
tion, 7ruly, and properly God. This ſhall be i 


I Compare alſo Script. Doctr. p. 296. 


A DEFENSE Qu. II 


examined; but it will be convenient here to ſet 
down the Doctor's own Words. The Word 
OGebs, God, has in Scripture, and in all Books F 


« of Morality and Religion, a relative Signi- 


2 fication; and nor, as in metaphyſical Books, | | 
« an abſolute one: as is evident from the re- 


ative Terms, which in moral Writings may |; 
* always be joined with it. For inſtance: In i 


** the lame manner as we ſay ) Father, my 
* King, and the like; ſo it is proper alſo to | 
« ſay, my God, the God of 1/rael, the God 

« of the Univerſe, and the like: Which words | 
* are expreſſive of Dominion and Government. i 


But, in the metaphyſical Way, it cannot be 


*« ſaid my Infinite Subſtance, the Infinite Sub- 


,** ſtance of 1/rael, or the like. He N 
the Obſervation ( p. 290.) f And is very poſitive 


that the word God, in Scripture, is always 2 
relative Word of Office; giving the ſame pret- 


ty Reaſon for it, as before. This ſhall be care- 


fully conſidered; and the manner of ſpeaking 


accounted for, in the ſequel. 


ſhall only obſerve here, by the way, that 
the Word, ar, is a relative Word, for the 


lame Reaſon with that, which the Doctor gives 
for the other. For, the Star of your God 


Remphan, Acts 7. 43. is a proper Expreſſion: 


But, in the metaphyſical Way, it cannot be 
faid, the luminous Subſtance of your: God Rem 


* See Dr. Clarke's Reply, p. 234. 


phun. 
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han. So again; Water is a relative Word; 
tor it is proper to ſay, the Water of 1/rael: 
hut, in the metaphyſical Way, it cannot be ſaid, 

the fluid Subſtance of 1/rael; The Expreſſion 
is + improper. By parity of Reaſon, we may 
make relative Words, almoſt as many as we 
I pleaſe. But to proceed: I maintain that Do- 
ininion is not the full Import of the word God, 
in Scripture; that it is but a part of the Idea. 
Land a ſmall part too; and that, if any Perſon 
be called God, mcerly on account of Dominion, 
He is called ſo by way of Figure and Reſem- 
s blance only; and is nor properly God, accord- 
[ ing to the Scripture-Notion of it. We may call 
any one, a King, who lives free and independent, 
: ſubject to no Man's Will. He is a King / 


ts Hr, or in ſome reſpect; tho' in many other 
e {Mrcipects, nothing like one; and therefore not 
a {properly a King. If by the ſame Figure 
t- Jof Speech, by way of Alluſion and Reſem- 


Wblance, any thing be called God, becauſe re- 
embling God in one or more Particulars ; we 
Ware not to conclude, that it is properly, and 
ruby God. (Bhs | 

To enlarge ſomething farther upon this 
es Head; and ro illuſtrate rhe Caſe by a few In- 


+ It is very obvious to perceive, where the impropriety of ſuch Ex- 
le *eſions lies. The word Subſtance, according to the common uſe of 
he Nnguage, when uſed in the Singular Number, is ſuppoſed to be 
x Intrinſick 0 the Thing ſpoken of, whoſe Subſlinee it is; and indeed, 
Me Wie te the Thing it ſelf. My Subſtance, is my Self: and the Subſtance 
7 Lirzel, is Ifrael. And hence it comes 10 be improper to join Sub- 
— yy the relative Terms, underſtanding it of any thing ex- 
rinſic | | 


lt, E ſtances. 
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ſtances. Part of the Idea which goes along 


with the Word, God, is, that his Habitation is 
ſublime, and his dwelling not with Fleſh, Dan. 
2. 11. This part of the Idea is applicable to 
Angels, or to Saints, and therefore they may] 
thus far be reputed Gods; and are fometimes 
ſo ſtiled in Scripture, or Eccleſiaſtical Writings, | 
Another part of the complex Idea of God, iz 
giving orders from Above, and publiſhing com. 


mands from Heaven. This was, in ſome Senſe, 


applicable to Moſes; who is therefore called 
a God unto Pharaoh: not as being properly ai 
God; bur inſtcad of God, in that Inſtance, or 
that reſembling Circumſtance, In the fame re. 
ſpect, every Prophet, or Apoſtle, or even a 
Miniſter of a Pariſh, might be f#guratzvely call. 


ed God. Dominion goes along with the Idea 
of God, or is a part of it; and therefore King, 
Princes, and Magiſtrates, reſemblipg God in 
that reſpect, may, by the like Figure of Speech 


be ſtiled Gods: not properly; for then ve 
might as properly fay, God David, God Soh 
mon, or God feroboam, as King David, &. 


bur by way of Alluſion, and in regard to ſome 
imperfe& reſemblance which they bear to Got 


i 
i 


# 


in ſome particular reſpects; and that is all. lt. 


belongs to God, to receive Worſhip, and 8 


crifice, and Homage, Now, becauſe the Hes. 


then Idols fo far reſembled God, as to be made 
the Objects of Worſhip, Se. Therefore they : 
alſo, by the ſame Figure of Speech, are by the 
Scripture denominated Gods, tho' at the ſame 
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as: 


time, 3 
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time, they are declared, in a proper Senſe, to 
be vo Gods. The Belly is called the God of 
the Luxurious, PHil. 3.19. becauſe ſome are as 
much devoted to the Service of their Belles, 
as others are to the Service of God; . and be- 
cauſe their Luſts have got the dominion over 
them. This way of ſpeaking is, in like manner, 
grounded on ſome imperfect Reſemblance, and 
is eaſily underſtood. The Prince of the Devils 
is ſuppoſed, by moſt Interpreters, to be called 
the God of this World, 2 Cor. 4.4. If fo, the. 
Reaſon may be, either becauſe rhe Men of 
this World are entirely devoted to his Service; 
or that He has got the Power and Dominion 


over Them. | 


Thus we ſee, how the word God, according to 
the popular way of ſpeaking, has been applied to 
Angels, or to Men, or to Things inanimate and 


inſenſible; becauſe ſome part of the Idea be- 
© longing to God, has been conceived to belong 
to them alſo. To argue from hence, that any 
of them is proper/y God, is making the whole 
of a part; and reaſoning fallaciouſly, 4 dicto 
= /ecundum quid, as the Schools ſpeak, ad di- 


dium ſimpliciter. If we inquire carefully into 


the Scripture-Notion of the Word, we ſhall 
find, chat neither Dominion ſingly, nor all the 


other Inſtances of Reſemblance make up the 


Idea; or are ſufficient to denominate any 
Thing properly God. When the Prince of 
Hire pretended to be God, Ezek. 28. 2. He 
thought of ſomething more than meer Domi- 


E 2 nion 
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nion to make Him ſo. He thought of Strength 
invincible, and Power irreſiſtible: and God 
was pleas'd to convince Him of his Folly and 
Vanity, not by telling Him how ſcanty his 
Dominion was, or how low his Office; but 
how weak, frail, and periſhing his Nature was ; 
that He was Man only, and not God, v. 2.9. 
and ſhould ſurely find fo by the Event. When 
the Zycaonians, upon the fight of a Miracle 
wrought by St. Paul, Acts 14. 11. took Him 
and Barnabas for Gods; They did not think 
ſo much of Dominion, as of Power, and Abi. 


lity, beyond Human: And when rhe Apoſtles 


anſwer' d them, they did not tell them that 


their Dominion was only Human; or that 


Fr af 
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their Office was not Divine; bur that they 


had not a divine Nature They were weak, 
frail, and feeble Men; of like Infirmities with 
the reſt of their Species, and therefore no 
Gods. | 

If we trace the Scripture-Notion of one that 
is truly and properly God; we ſhall find it 
made up of theſe ſeveral Ideas; Infinite Wiſdom, 
Power invincible, All- ſufficiency, and the like. 
Theſe are the Ground and Foundation of Do- 
minion; which is but a ſecondary Notion, a Con- 
ſequence of the Former: And it muſt be Domi- 


nion Supreme, and none elſe, which will ſuit Þ 


with the Scripture-Notion of God. It is not 
that of a Governor, a Ruler, a Protector, 1 
Lord, or the like; but a /overaign Ruler, an a- 
mighty Protector, an omniſcient and omnipreſent 


Gover- 
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Governor. An eternal, immutable, all- ſufficient 
Creator, Pre ſerver, and Protector. Whatever 
fills ſhort of this, is not properly, in the Scri- 
pture-· Notion, God; but is only called ſo by 
way of Figure; as has before been explain d. 
Now, if you ask me why the relative Terms 
may properly be applied to the Word God, the 
& realon is plain; becauſe there is ſomething re- 
ative in the whole Idea of God; namely, the 
notion of Governor, Protector, &c. If you 
ask why they cannot fo properly be applied to 
the Word, God, in the metaphyſical Senſe ; be- 
ſide the reaſon before given, there is another 
Jas plain; becauſe Metapiyſichs take in only 
part of the Idea, conſider the Nature ab- 
ſtracted from the Relation, leaving the rela- 


tive Part out. 
From what hath been ſaid, it may appear 


how uſeleſs and inſignificant your Diſtinction 


is, of a ſupreme and a ſitbordinate God. For, 


not to mention that this muſt unavoidably 
tan you into Pohythei ſin, and bring you to 
aſſert more Gods than one, contrary to the 


whole Tenor of Holy Scripture; which is 


an * inſuperable Objection to your Mypo- 
1 theſis ; I ſay, not to mention this at pre- 
ſent, your Hypotheſis is built upon a falſe 
Ground, as if any thing could be properly God, 
that is not Supreme. Supreme, in the ſtrict 


* See what Dr. Bennet has very well urged upon this Head: 
Diſc, of the H. Trin. p. 178, &c. | | | 


E 3 Senſe, 
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Senſe, ſuppoſes for irs ground all the eſſential 
Properties of one 77uly and properly God, as 
deſcribed in Scripture. Another God after this, 
is 20 God; becauſe Scripture makes but one; 
beſides that an inferior God is only God im. 
properly, and fo called by way of Figure, or 
in ſome particular reſpect: So that ar length 
your famed Diſtinction of a ſupreme and /ub- | 
ordinate God, reſolves into a God, and no God. 
The Queſtion then, between us, is, whether 
Chriſt be God properly, or improperly ſo call. 
ed; that is, whether He be God, or no. - Your 
Arguments to prove Him a /#bordinate God 
only, 1 ſhall look upon as ſo many Arguments 
againſt his Divinity; and as deſign d to prove 
that He is not God. 

You cite 70h. 10. 35, 36. If He called them 
Gods, to whom the word of God came, and 
Scripture cannot be broken; Say ye of Him, 
whom the Father hath ſanfified, and ſent 
iuto the World, Thou blaſphemeſt, becauſe J 
ſaid, I am the Sou of Gods, From hence be 


* Neque enim proximi erimus opinionibys Nationum, quæ fi 
quando coguntur Deum confiteri, tamen & Alios infra Illum volunt. 
Div initas autem gradum non habet, utpote unica. Tertull. adv. 
Hermog. c. 7. p. 236. Deus non erit dicendus, quia nec creden- 
dus. niſi Summum magnum. Nega Deum, quem dicis deteriorem. 
Tertul. Contr. Marc. 1. 1. c. 6. 


Qui ſuper ſe habet Aliquem Superiorem, & ſub Alterius po- 
teſtate eſt; Hic neque Deus, neque Magnus Rex dici poteſt, 
Iren. |. 4+ c. 2. p. 229. 

Unus igitur Omnium Dominus eſt Deus. Neque enim illa ſub- 


limitas' poteſt habere Conſortem, cum Sola omnium teneat po- 
ae 29 4 Lal Van. p. 14. Ox. Ait. 


* 


endea · 
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al endeavor to prove, that Chriſt is God in the 
* By /bordinare Senſe only; that is, as I have ſaid, 
is, BY not properly or truly God. But I can ſee no 
manner of ground for this Inference from the 

a ; Words before ns. Our Bleſſed Lord had in- 
0 BY ſinuated that He was really and truly God; but 
th had nor aſſerted it in plain and expreſs Terms: 
b- : Upon this bare innu⁰j,Gudo, the eus charge Him 
with direct Bl/a/phemy : He, to evade their Ma- 
er ice and to keep to the Truth, neither affirms, 
1 nor denies that He meant it in the Senſe which 558 
ur they apprehended. However, his Diſcourſe be- 
d ing in general Terms, and nor explicite enongh 
sto found a charge of Blaſphemy upon, He ap- 
peals ro their Law, in order to ſhow, that it is 
not always Blaſphemy, to make one's ſelf God, 
or to apply the Title of God, even to mortal 
Men. and Men inferior to Himlelf, conſidered 
„only as Man. This was anſwer ſufficient to 
/ Þ& Them; who could not from his own Expreſ- 
11ſons clearly convict Him of meaning more, 
than that He was God in the zmproper Senſe 
of the Word, as it had been uled, P/al. 82. 6. 

$9 Nevertheleſs, He leaves the point of his Divi- 
ui) undecided; or rather, ſtil goes on to in- 
ſiauate, in Words which they could not direct- 
ly lay hold on, the very Thing which they 
charged Him with. This enraged them fo much 
the more: and therefore they again /ought to 
tale Him, v. 39. But He eſcaped out of their 
Hand. This Interpretation may ſuffice to take 
off the force of your Argument. Yer, the 
ES: Words 
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Words may admit of other, and perhaps better 
Interpretations, conſiſtent with the Principles 
which J here maintain “. 

You proceed to cite Heb. 1.8, 9. and argue 
thus: He who being God, calls another his 
God, and is ſanttified by Him, muſt needs be 
God in a ſubordinate Seuſe; that is, God 
zmproperly ſo called, or zo God. To an old 
Objection, 1 might return an old Anſwer, in the 
words of Hilary, or words to the ſame Effect. 
This may ſignify only his Subordination, as 
a Son, or as God of God, without any In- 
6 feriority of Nature. The Father is his God. 
as He is God by being begotten of Him. 
This Anſwer is direct and full, upon the Sup- 
poſition that the Text cited is meant of the 
divine Nature of Chriſt, or of Chriſt in his 
higheſt Capacity. But if it be meant, as ꝗ pro- 
bably it may, of his human Nature only, there 
is no weight in the Objection. 

As to the Son's being ſanctifed, I ſhould 
hardly have thought it of any Importance to 
the Cauſe, had it not been twice inſiſted on by 
you. May not the Father deſign, appoint, 
conſecrate his Son, conſider d in either Capacity, 


ro the Office of Mediator, without ſuppoſing f 


Him of a different and inferior Nature to Him? 
Or, ſuppoſe the ſanctihhing may be meant of 


* See True Script, Doctr. continued, p. 178. 
+ Ad Natiyitatem refertur; cæterum non perimit Naturam; & 
idcirco Deus ejus eſt, quia ex eo natus in Deum eſt. Hil, de 
Trin. |. 4. c. 35. p. 848. 8 2 
+ #' See, Bennet. Diſcourſe on the Trin. p. 31, 33, Kc. K 
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the human Nature, which the Father has ſancti- 


fied. by uniting it to the aoy@*; what force 
will there remain in your Objection ? Having 
anſwer'd your Pleas and Pretences for a ſubor- 
dinate God, I proceed to ſhow that Chriſt is 
not called God in a ſubordinate. or improper 
Senſe ; but in the fame Senfe, and in as high a 
Senſe, as the Father Himſelf is ſo ſtiled. 


1. Becauſe He is called the Jehovah, which 
is a word of ab/olute Signification, and is the 
incommunicable Name of the one true God. 


He is, very probably, called Fehovah, Luk. 
1.16, 17. many ſhall He (viz. ohn the Baptiſt) 
turn to the Lord their God, and He ſhall go 


before Him. The Doctor owns that, in ſtricł. 
= neſs of Conſtruction, the words (the Lord their 
Cd) muſt be underſtood of Chriſt. And there- 
fore Chriſt is Lord God, or JETT Elohim, 


which comes to the lame. 


He is likewiſe called the Lord God of the 


Prophets, as appears from Rev. 22. 6. com- 
pared with v. 16. of the ſame Chapter. This 
may be farther confirmed by comparing the 
; Texts following, 


* See this Text excellently defended and auftrated in True 


& Scripture Doctr. continu'd, P. 1 32, 133, &c- 
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Of old haſt thou laid | 


the Foundation of the 


. Earth, Pl. 102.25. &c. 


Addreſs d to the for 


Hovah. 


Aud the Lord * 
hovah) ſazd unto me: 
Caſt it unto the Pot. 
ter; 4 goodly price 
that I was priſed at 
of them, Zech. 11.12. 

They ſhall look on 


me ( Jehovah ſpeaking 


by the Prophet) whom 
they have pierced , 
Zech. 12. 10. 

The Voice of Him 
that crieth in the I il. 
derneſs, prepare ye the 
way of” the "PE: ( Je- 
hovah) If. 40 

The Lord 21. "i 


will have mercy on the 
Houſe of Jadah, and 


will ſave them by the 
Lord ( Jehovah) their 
God, Hoſ. 1. 7. 


| 


Qu. III. 


2 Thou Lord, in the 
beginning haſt laid the 
Foundations of the 
Earth, Hed. I. ro. ; 


b Then was Al 2 
That which was ſpo- 
ken, &c. Matth. 27. 
ok es 


Another Scripture 
faith, They ſhall look 
on Him ( Jclus Chriſt) 
whom they have pier- 
ced, Joh. 19. 37. 

c The Voice of one 
crymg m the Wilder- 
neſs, prepare ye the 
way of the Lord, Mar. 
ES 


is born in the 
City of David, a Sa- 
vior, which is Chriſt 
the Lord, Luk. 2. 11. 


a See Surenhuſiii Conciliation. in loc. p. 600, 


b Surenhuſ. in loc. p. 280. 


© Surenhuſ. in Matt. 3. 3. p. 207. 1 refer to this Author, to ol- 
viate the pretence, that theſe Texts might be underſicod, only by way 


of Accommodation. 


I haye 
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have produced the Texts again, in order 


© to take notice of the very peculiar way, which 


ou have of evading. Ir is your avowed Prin- 


ciple, that Chriſt is not Zehovah in his own 


Perſon, (v. 24.) and elſewhere: and that the 


* Perſon called Jehovah is the Father only. 
What then muſt be ſaid to theſe Texts, which 
are fo very plain and expreſs to the contrary ; 
inſomuch that * Dr. Clarke Himſelf owns, that 
the name Jehovah is given to that wiſtble 
S Perſon (meaning Chriſt) who appear'd as re- 

preſenting the Perſon of the inviſible God? 


He does not fay, it was given to the Perſon 
repreſented only, but to the Perſon repreſent- 
ing alſo; which you ſeem to deny. But you 
confound your ſelf with your f own Comment 


upon Hol. 1. 7. (Jehovah would ſave them 


by Jehovah their God) That is, lay you, that 
Jehovah himſelf would ſave them, but not in 


Ii own Perſon. Well then; it is by another 
= Perſon, which Perſon the Text exprefly calls 
: Tehovah. 9 


Upon Zech. 12. Io. compar'd with 70%. 19.37. 
you Comment thus (. 26.) The Suffermgs of 


= Chriſt might well be called the Sufferings of 
Jehovah, being pierced in Effigie in bis Son, 


who is the expreſs Image of his Perſon. 


What a fanciful Turn is here, meerly to,chude 


the force of plain Scripture. Say rather, that 


ſince Chriſt is the Effigtes, the expreſs 4 7 


of the Father, He might juſtly be called 
* Reply, p. 163. 1 p. 25. N 
FP P hovab, 
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hovah, which indeed He is, as well as the Fa- 
ther. I ſhall dwell no longer on ſo clear and 
indiſputable a Point. What you hint, that the 
Father and Son cannot both be Fehovah, or as 
vou exprels it, one individual Being, meaning 
one Perſon, is hardly delerving Notice ; becaule 
it is nothing but playing with the word indi- 
vidual; and diſputing againſt no Body: either 
take the word in our Senſe of it, or pretend 
not that you oppoſe us. It has been obſerved 
above, that Antiquity is every where full and 
1. expreſs in this Matter; never queſtioning, but 
1 conſtantly aſſerting, that the Son is Jehova; 
N and fo called, in Scripture, in his own Perſon, 
and in his own right. as Coeſſential Son of God. 
The next Thing which I have to obſerve, is, 
that Zehovah is a word of ab/o/ute Significa- 
tion. The relative Terms do not ſuit with 
it, as with the other. We do not read my Je- 
hovah, or your Jehovah, or the Jehovah / 
Iſrael; as is pertinently remark'd by a learned 
Gentleman; and the ſame Gentleman obſerves, 
'F that it is ſometimes render'd by Os, or God: 
q from whence we may juſt rake notice, by rhe 
4 way, that the word ©-2;, or God, in Scripture, 
1 is not always, perhaps very rarely, a meer re- 
lative Word. That Jehovah is a Word of ab- 
ſolute Signification, expreſſing God, as He i,. 
may be proved, both from f Scripture it ſelf, 


* The True Script. Doctr. of the Trin- continued, p. 134 
+ See this proved in the Appendix to the Conſiderations on 
Mr. Whiſton's Hiftor. Pref. p. 101, | | 
and 


d 
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and the * Authorities of the beſt Criticks in this 
Caſe. What you have to object againſt ir, ſhall 
be here examined, with all convenient Brevity. 
t You make the Import of the Name Jehovab 
to be, giving Being to (i.e. Performing) hi 
Promiſes. For Reaſons beſt known to your 
Self, you flip over Exod. 3. v. 14, 15. which 
might probably give us the moſt Light into the 
Matter; and chuſe to found all your Reaſon- 
ings upon Exod. 6. 2, 3, Sc. an obſcure Place, 
on which you have made almoſt as obſcure a 
Comment. The Words are, 1 am the Lord 
(Jchovah) and I appeared unto Abraham, unto 
llaac, and unto Jacob, by the Name of God 
Almighty (El Shaddai) but by my Name Je- 
hovah, was I not known unto them. 

You do nor, I preſume, ſo underſtand this 
Text, as if this was the firſt Time that God re- 
vealed Himſelf by the Name Zehovah. That 
He had done before, Exod. 3. 14. And even 
long before that, to Abram, Gen. 15. 7. And 


Abram had addreis'd Him under that Name, 


ſooner, Gen. 15. 2. Nay, it may be run up yet 
higher, even to Adam and Eve, Gen. 4. 1.4. 
Your meaning therefore, I ſuppoſe, muſt be, 


* See the Authorities cited in the ſecond Part of the Conſiderations 
by the ſame Author, p- 2» 3. And refer d ts in True Scripture 
Doctr. continu'd, p. 133, 134. + p. 19. 8 

M. Le Clerc thinks that all this may be ſolved by a Prolepſis, 
Com. in Exod. 3. v. 15. To which it is ſufficient to Anſwer, that it 
may be otherwiſe; and that it is highly improbable, that Moſes, who 


was particularly careful not to introduce the Name of Abraham and 


| Sarah, before the proper Time, ſhould net be as careful in reſpett of 4 


more veherabls Name, the Name of God Himſelf. þ 
that 
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that God had given many Inſtances of his 
Power before, conformable to his Name EI 
Shaddai But now, He was to give them In- 
ſtances of his Veracity and Conſtancy in per- 

forming Promiſes, conformable to his Name 
Fehovah. This, I think, either is, or ſhould 
be your Senſe of this obſcure Paſſage. That 
it is not the true Senſe of the Place, is next to 
be ſhown. | | I 

1. It appears to be a very ſtrain'd and remote 
Interpretation. The primary Signification of 
Jehovah, is Being, by your own Confeſſion, 
and as all know, that know any thing : and the 
molt obvious rcaton of the Name, is, that God 
is Being it /elf, neceſſarily exiſting, indepen- 
dent, immurable, always the fame; Accordi 
to that of Mal 3.6. I am the Lord (Jehovah) 
I change not. After this, in the natural Order, 
He may be conſidered as the Fountain of Be- 
ing. or giving Being to all other Things: So 
that this ſeems but a ſecondary Notion of Je- 
 bawah. Yours is more remote ſtill: it is giving 

| Being, not to the World, to Angels, or to 
Men; But to Words and Promiſes; that is, 
fulfilling Them. And this metaphorical Senſe 
of, giving Being, you would put upon us, for 
the proper and ſpecial Import of the Name 
Jehovah, expreſſing Being. Who does not ſee 
that this is ſtrained and Far ferch'd ? 

2. The Reaſon which you aſſign for this 
Interpretation, is as lame as the Interpretation 
it ſelf. God, it ſeems, was now coming 10 


ful 
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fulfil the promiſe made to Abraham; and there- 


fore reminds his People of the Name Jehovah; 
as importing one faithful and punctuat to his 
Word. But what if Jehovah ſhould import 
one eternal and immutable God, the ſame 


* yeſterday, to day, and for ever; might not the 
E Conſideration thereof be very proper to raiſe 


in Men's minds the greateſt Confidence and 


I Aſſurance imaginable, that He ſhould never fail 


of his Word | 

3, Beſides, what Account will you give of 
many other Places of Scripture, where God re- 
minds his People, thar He is Jehovah; and 
where there is no Reference at all, to promzſes, 


or the like? 


The very Inſlances which He brings are enough te confute Him. 


Thus, in this very Chapter, Exod. 6. 39. J 
am the Lord: ( Jehovah) ſpeak thou unto: 


Pharaoh King of Egypt all that I ſay unto. 


Thee. Again; Agaiuſt all the Gods of Egypt. 
[ will execute Fudgment; I am Jehovah, 
Exod. 12. 12. None of you ſhall approach to 
any that is near of Kin to Him Jam 
Jehovah, Lev. 18. 6. I am the Lord (Jehovah) 
that is my Name, and my Glory will I not 
give to another; neither my praiſe to grauen 
Images, Iſ. 42. 8. many more Places of like 
nature might be cited. But I chuſe to refer you 
to a Concordance for them. What I intend from 


+ Monſ. Le Clerc, upon the Place, endeavors by Dirk and Sub- 


tilly to turn ſeveral Paſſages, wherein the Jehovah is mention d, to 


ene particular Senſe, in favour of the Sabellians. But that Aurban, 
and his Manner are well known, and with what Byaſs he wyitess 


them 
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them is this; that if your's be the true Account 
of the ſpecial Import of the Name Fehovah, it 
will be hard to find any Senſe, or Pertinency 
in thoſe, or other frequent Repetitions of ir. 
But underſtanding the Word, as it has been ge- 
nerally underſtood by Perſons of the greareſt 
Learning and Judgment, all is clear, pertinent, 
and conſiſtent. 

But, you will ſay, why then does God ſo 

particularly take notice, that by hie name e- 
hovah, He was not known to Abraham, Iſaac, 
and Jacob? Exod. 6. 3. did not they know 
Him, and worſhip Him, as the true, eternal, 
independent, immutable God, the Creator of 
all Things? Yes, certainly they did, and un- 
der. the Name Jehovah roo; and probably un- 
derſtood the import of it. The moſt probable 
Solution of the whole Difficulty is this; that 
the Words, in the latter part of the Text, 
ought to be underſtood by way of Interro- 
gation, thus: But by my name Jehovah, was 

not alſo known unto them? That great 

and venerable Name, which expreſſes more 
than Z1-Shaddai, or any other Name, and 
which I have choſen for my memorial to all 
Generations? 

If you pleaſe to conſult the Critiche, you 
will find this Interpretation ſupported by ſuch 
Reaſons as will bear Examining. It has been 
obſerved by the Learned, that ſome of the Greek 
Writers read the Words, y To %%,jã us, Ku , 
z M ον avniis, That is, my name, Jehovah, 7 | 
| made 
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ade known unto them; which Interpretation 
is likewiſe favoured by the Arabiok Verſion.” 
This, at leaſt, we may ſay; that from a Paſ- 
ſage ſo obſcure, and capable of ſeveral Con- 
ſtructions, no certain Argument can be drawn, 
for the ſpecial import of the Word Jehovab, 
in oppoſition to the beſt Criticks in the Lan - 
4 e, whether Antient or Modern. Now, to 
reſume the Thread of our Argument; ſince it 
appears that Chriſt is, in his own proper Per- 
, called Fehovab, a Word of ablolute Signi: | 
© fication, expreſſing the divine Nature or E 
¶ſence; it muſt follow that He is God, ſtrictly 
ſo called; and not in the relative or improper 
Senſe, as is pretended. | 
This will appear farther, if it be conſider d 
that ZFehovah is the incommunicable Name of 
the one true God. This may be proved from 
ſeveral Texts, which I ſhall only point to in 
the Margin; referring you to f a learned Author, 
who has abundantly made good the Aſſertion. 
may remark that this and the foregoing Ob- 
ſervation ſerve to ſupport and confirm each 
other: For, if Jehovah ſignify the eternal 
Z immutable God, it is manifeſt that the Name 
is incommunicable, ſince there is but one God: 
and if the Name be incommunicable, then Fe- 
bovali can ſignify nothing but that one God to 
yvhom, and to whom ozJy, it is applied. And 


= > , SISSY 


* Exod. 3, 14. 15. Deut. 26. 15. 18. Pſal. 83. 18. Ia. 42+ 8. 
| Hoſea 1. f. ar Na! 
12 Letter te the Author 7 Montaniſm, p. 5, &c. - 

| if 
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if both theſe Parts be true, and it be true like. 
wile, that this Name is applied to Chriſt ; the Þ 
Conſequence is irreſiſtible, that Chriſt is the 
ſame one God; not the fame Perſon with the 
Father, to whom allo the Name 7ehevehr is 
attributed, but the ſame Subfance, the: flame 
Being, in a Word, the ſame Fehovab,; thu 
revealed to be more Perſons than one. 80 
much for my firſt Argument to prove that 
the Word, God, when applied to the Father and 
Son, in Scripture, does not bear a double Mean- 
ing, one proper, and the other improper; but 
is to be underſtood in one and the ſame trie 
and proper Senſe, in reſpect of Bot. 
2. My ſecond Argument for it ſhall be 
from Joh 1. 1. purſuant to the Wards of the 
Query. In the beginning was the Word, and 
the Word was with God, and the Word wa: 
God, v. 1. All Things were made by Him, &c. 
v. 3. Here, we find the Son expreſly called 
God: And the only Queſtion is, whether in a 
proper, or improper Senſe. The Circumſtances 
of the place muſt determine us in this Enquiry. 
Here are Three Marks to direct us how to 
form a Judgment. 1. The word Os, God, 
is uſed in a proper Senſe in the very fame 
Verſe. 2. The word was God in the Beginning, 
that is, before the Creatzon. 3. The Work of 


_ I fay, firſt, the word ©ws, God, is onc: 
uſed, in a proper Senſe, in the very fame Verk. 


I have before ſhown, that the pretended: rela-. 
5 | ve 
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| 
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| 
Creation is attributed to Him: 
| 
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tive Senſe is only an improper aad figurative 
Senſe of the word God, according to the Scri- 
pture-Notion of it; and therefore, certainly, 


That cannot be the meaning of it here, being 


applied to the Father, who, without diſpute, 
is property God. Beſides, that ſince Obs in the 
Septuagint is frequently the rendring of Je- 
hovah, as you may readily {ce by turning to 
Kircher's Concordance ; and fince St. John 
Himſelf follows that rendring, as you may ob- 


| ſerve by comparing, Joh. 6. 45. with IV 54-13. 


we may reaſonably think that s Oeùs, in che 
Text, is of the fame Signiſication with Feho- 
vah e which is a farther proof that it is to be 
underſtood abfolutely, and not velatiuely, as 
you term it, or as I. zmproperly. If therefore 
the word ©, God, be once uſed by St. Fobs 
in the ſtrict and proper Senſe; How can we 
imagine that immediately after, in che very ſame 
Verſe, He ſhould uſe the ſame Word in a Senſe 
very different from that of the former? Vou 
remark, that he Article is prefixed before 


Oels, in an abſolute Conſtructian, when ſpoken 


of the Father; but omitted when predicated 
of the Aiyos. But if the want of the Article be 
ſufficient to prove that Obs, God, when applied 


to the Word, is of a different meaning; by the 
lame Argument you might prove that the fame 
word, ®ecs, without an Article, in no leſs than 
tout places more of this Chapter (v. 6. 12, 13.18. 
is not to be underſtood of the one true God. 
cannot help thinking a remark Triſling. which 
F 2 ſignifies 


— — Hz 
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Ggnifies ſo little, as either to prove too much, 
or to prove nothing. Could you ſhow that 
Oebs without the Article, was always taken in 
a relative, or improper Senſe, you would do 
ſomething. All that you attempt to ſhow, is, 
that's © is no where, in the New Teſtament, 
predicated of the ord, in an abſolute Con- 
ſtruction: And what if it is not? Then, it is 
not: For, that is all you can make of it. Od 
without the Article in many Places, confeſſed. 
Iy, means as much as ©«s with the Article; 
which is enough for our purpoſe; Or, admit. 
ting that there is ſome reaſon and ſignificancy 
in it, that the Son is not ſtiled ꝰ Oeòs in an ab- 
ſolute Conſtruction, but that the Title is gene- 
rally reſerved to the Father, as the Title, amy; 
all that it ſignifies, is, that the firſt Perſon 
of the Holy Trinity is eminentiy diſtinguiſh'd 
by an Article; but not that the Addition, or 
the Omiſſion, of an Article makes any Altera- 
tion in the Senſe. of the word Oels. You fay, 
that three of the moſt learned Ante- Nicene 
Greek Fathers inſiſt upon this Remark, 
about the Article. Clemens of Alexandria, 


Clem. Alex. Strom. 3: p. 548. Ed; Ox. Clemens does not make 
his Remark on Joh. 1. 1. nor does He mention, that the Article is put 
zo diſtinguiſh the Father's Supereminent dignity of Nature above tht 
Son; As your Reader, or perhaps your Self, might imagine. His deſign wa 
only to prove, againſt Tatian, that the True God (and not the Devil) 
was the Author of Comugal Procreation ; for which He cites Gen. 
4. 25. obſerving, that Ow; in that Place has the Article 6 before it; 
aud therefore muſt be underſtood of the True God, the au,. 

By the very ſame Rule, Chriſt muſt be True God, in the ſame Senſe, 
according to Clemens, He is 6 O65 See p. 72. 132. 251. 273: 
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* Origen, and f Euſebius. But what do they 
gather from it, or what do they mean hy it? 
Do they mean that the Son is not God in the 


proper Senſe? nothing like it. Do they mean 


that the Article can never be properly applied 
y hen the Son is ſpoken of. or that the Scripture | 
Z obſerves it as an invariable Rule? That does 
not appear, but rather the Contrary. For, 

they underſtood many Texts of the Old Teſta- 


ment, where Oeòs occurs with the Article, of 


Chriſt, as may appear, in ſome meaſure, from 
the Texts before laid down; and might be 


more amply ſet forth by other Evidence, were 
any needful in ſo clear a Caſe. 


The Truth of the whole Matter is, the Title 


of o Oels, being underſtood in the ſame Senſe 
with AuT/3:o5, was, as it ought to be, general- 
ly reſerved to the Father, as the diſtinguiſhing 


perſonal Character of the firſt Perſon of the 


Holy Trinity. And this amounts to no more 


than the Acknowledgment of the Father's Pre- 


© rogative, as Father, But as it might alſo ſignify 
| any: Perſon who is truly and eſſentially God, it 
might properly be applied to the Son too: and 


it 15. ſo applied ſometimes, tho' not fo often as 
it is to the Father. However, it is hardly 


436. 83 2. and likewiſe 6 ram p. 277. 1 might alſo refer 
to hay 647. 8344 Bat the. Conſtruction in thoſe places is more 
GUBIOUS, © | 


In job. p. 46: Origen means no more than that the Father 


, A., God unoriginated; the Son, God God. 


# Eccl. Theol. I. 2. 15, Euſebius wakes no farther. uſe of the 


Ooſervation than to prove, Againſt Marcellus, that the . is & \- 
nr „ 


| diftiac real Perſon, and not the Father Himſel. 


1 worth 


} 
? 


Fhe Inference I ſhould draw from thence, is, . 
that when Oils has the Article prefix d, the 
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worth the while to diſpute this Point. The 
Sum and Subſtance of all is, that * the Father 


is abſolutely, and eminently ſtiled o Gs, as 


the Fountam of all; the Son Oeôs, God f God, 
which is ſufficient to our purpoſe. You ob- 
ſerve (p. 42.) that the LXXII have © with. 
our the Article, wherever mention is made of 
God, in what you call the ſuburdinate Senie, 


ſupreme God is meant thereby. By this Rule, 
if the concurrent Senſe of the Aute-Nicene 
Writers be of any force or weight with you, 
our Diſpute would be at an end. For they ap- 
innumerable Texts, wherein ©«:s occurs 
with the Article, to our Saviour Chriſt. But if 
flight their Authorities, yet I. preſume you 
— be concluded by the inſpired Writers, who 
y ſome Texts of the Old Teſtament, which 
1 ©t05 with the Article, to our Bleſſed 
Lord. Compare | f 
Numb. 2 1. 5, 6. 7. l Cor. 10. 9. 
Iſa. 45. 22, 23. Rom. 14. ve. Phil. 2 10. 
I had almoſt forgot to rake notice of one 
Pretence more you have, for the /itb9r ina 
Senſe of Oels, in Joh. I. 1. You word it thus 
(P. 41.) He who 1s God, and at the ſame tim 
ir with God who begat Him, muſt needs be 
God. in 4 different meaning; ; unle ſe the ſalt 


dee this more fully. euplain'd and illuflraced in Dr. FiddexBoy 
of Divititys Vol. 1. rn | 
2 vw Surenhuſ. CI n. u A 4 f. Cul 
10 * 1 0 
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God could be with Himſelf, Sc. To this it is 
readily anſwer' d. that being wirh God is the 


dame as being with the Father, (Comp. 1 Joh. 


1. 2.) who is God, and emmently ſo ſtiled, as 


being firſt in Order *. If He were not always 
with Him, and inſeparable from Him, He could 
not be God in a proper Senſe. God and God. 
or God of God, ſuppoſes two Perſons; and 
therefore there is no Foundation for the Ob- 
ʒjection of the Son's being with HHim/elf. Havs 


ing thus endeavored to obviate your Exceptions, 


I now proceed in the Proof of my Poſition. 
The Word is here (in Joh. 1. 1.) faid to have 
been God in the Beginning, that is, before the 


Creation; from whence it is farther probable 
that He is God, in the ſtrict and proper Senſe. 
This Circumſtance may at leaſt be ſufficient to 
convince you, that the relative Senſe, which 
you contend for, is not applicable. He could 
have no Relation to the Creatures before 


they were made; ho Dominion ovet them when 
they were not: And therefore could not be 


God in the Senſe of Dominion, or Office. But 


Z what moſt of all demonſtrates the Word to be 
here called God in the proper Senle, is, that 


| the Creation of all Things is aſcribed to Him. 


* There is no inconſiſtency in admitting a Priority of Order, and yet 
dimying the Son to be God in a ſubordinate, or improper Senſe. There 


S 745 4 Priority of Order, in reſpect of Adam and Seth: and yet 


Seth was not Man in a ſubordinate Senſe, but in the ſame Senſe 
as Adam was, I uſe not the Similitude, as if it would anſwer in 
other reſpetts : but it may ſerve ſo far, to illuſtrate my meaning; 
which is ſuglcient. See Expoſit. Fid. attributed to Juſtin, Mart. 
P P 29 3 Sy . Ed. 
F 4 | Crea- 
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Creation is an indiſputable Mark of the one 
true God; the * diſtinguiſhing Character by 
which He was to be known, and for which He | 
was to be reyerenc'd above all Gods; and on 
Account of which, He claims to Himſelf all 
Homage, Worſhip, and Adoration. But of this 
I ſhall have occaſion ro ſay more hereafter, and 
therefore ſhall diſmiſs it for the preſent. | I muſt 
not forget to add. that, beſides what I have here 
urged, by virtue alſo of what hath been proved 
under Query the firſt, I may come at my Con- 
cluſion. For, no Queſtion can be made but 
that the Word is called God, by St. John, in a 
higher Senſe than any nominal God can pre- 
tend to-. And therefore, ſince He is not ex. 
cluded with the nominal Gods, He is included 
and comprehended in the one ſupreme God; 
and conſequently, is coeternal and coeſſential 
with the Father. Enough hath been ſaid in 
Vindication of the Argument contain'd in this 
Query: and ſo now I return it upon you ſtand- - 
ing in full force; and expecting a more com. 
pleat, and more ſatisfactory Anſwer. 


1 jerem. 10. 11. 1 Rev. 4. 10. 11. 
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Ws. phy + IV. 


Whether, fuppoſi 2 8 the Se me. Notion — | 
Cod to be ub more than that of the Au- 
' thor and Governor of the Univerſe, or 
whatever it be, the admitting of Ano- 
ther to be Author and — of the 
Univerſe, be not admitting another God; 
contrary to the Texts before cited from 
Iſaiah; and alſo to If, 42. 8. 48. 1T. where 
He declares, He will not give his Glory to 
Another ? | 


OUR Anſwer is (p. 42.) Suppoſing the 
revealed Senſe of the Word, God, to 


imply Dominion, and that He is the Author 
and Governor of the Univerſe, the admitting 


aSecond Perſon, diſtinct from the one ſupreme 
God, to be Author and Governor, doth by no + 


| means contraditt the Paſſages cited from 


Iſaiah, or any Orher, or introduce two Gods, 

viz. two ſupreme Beings, or Perſons. Give: 
me leave to produce the Texts of [/aiah once 

more; and to place others in an oppoſite Co- 
lumn to them, only mutatis mutandis, putting 
Author and Governor of the *Onruerſe in- 
ſtead of the Word, God; which, with you, 
amounts to the ſame. 11 bs 


% * „ 
FP 
— 
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J am the Lord, and £B 
there is none elſe; | The Word was Au. 
there is no Author ang, | thor and Governor of 
Governor of the Uni- | the Univerſe, 706. 1. i. 
verſe beſides me, Iſ. 4. © © 

Ts there an Author 


and Governor of the | Chriſt came, who is 
_ Univerſe beſides me? | over all, Author and 
yea, there is no Au- Governor of the Uni- 


thor, Sc. beſides me, | verſe, bleſſed for ever, 
Ia. 44. 8. Rom. 9. 7. 


I hope you ſee plainly how the Texts, in 
the two oppoſite Columns, confront and con- 
tradict each other; and that two Authors and 
Governors of the Univerſe, whom you ſup- 


_ pole two diſtinct ſeparate Beings, are as plainly 


two Gods, as if it were ſaid fo in Terms. For, 
indeed, there's no Difference more than that of 
putting the Definition for the Thing defined. 
Bat you have an Evaſion after ; That They are 


not two ſupreme Beings, And what if They 


are not? Are They not ſtill two Authors and 
Governors of the Univerſe? And is not every 
ſuch Author and Governor, by your own Ac- 
count, a God? This pretence then comes too 
late. Or admitting that Supreme maſt be add- 
ed to Author and Governor, to make a true 
Definition of God; then Author and Go. 
vernor of the Oniverſe, without Supreme, 
is not ſufficient to denominate a Perſon God ; 


OO ns, SG | 
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and ſo you «ngod the Second Perſon; and what 
you gave with one Hand, you take away with 

dhe other. be 2 uf 0 


What you ſhould have faid, is, ( for it. is 


* — · . , i... 3 i 68 - 


| * what you really mean) that there are ru 
Code; one Supreme, and the other Subordi- 


nate: Which being a Propoſition utterly re- 
pugnant to the Texts of Iſaiah, and to the 
whole Tenor of Scripture, and to all Antiquity, 
you do not. I ſuppoſe, care to fpeak it at length. 
| have before endeavoured to expoſe this no- 
tion of 7wo God; one Supreme, and the 
other Iuferior; and have ſhown it to be unzea- 


ſonable and uhſcriptural. I may add, that if 
there really be #wo Gods, (Supreme and In- 


ferior) in the proper Scriptural Senſe of the 


Word, the Good Fathers of the three firſt Cen- 
; turies argued againſt the Heathen Polyt bei in 


upon a very falſe Principle, and died Martyrs 


for an Error; the Angel in the Revelations 


leem to have impoſed upon St. obn with an 


erronedus Maxim, Rev. 19. 10. our Savior's 
Anſwer to the Devil to have been defective, 
and not pertinent. Lu. 4. 8. and the many 
Declarations of the Unity ſcattered through 
the Old Teſtament to be unintelligible and 
inſignificant. But this ſhall be more diſtinctly 


explain'd, when I come to the Argument con- 


cerning Worſhip. - C100 ; | 
Here let me only ask you, where does the 


Scripture: give you the taſk Intimation of 


with 


two true Gods? Where does it furniſh you 


— — —  —  — 
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with any ground for the Diſtinction of a So. 
veraign and an Inferior Deity ? What Foun. 
dation can you find for adding Supreme where- 
ever the Scripture ſays abſolutely there is but 
one God ? You are apt to complain of us, 
for adding to the Text; and for pretending 
to ſpeak plainer than the Holy Spirit has 
dictated; why do you add here, without any 
Warrant? If the Sacred Writers intended to 
limit the Senſe by Supreme, why could not 
They, in one place at leaſt, among many, have 
faid ſo, and have told it us as plainly as Dr. 
Clarke and you do? I argue indeed here ad 
Flominem only; and let it have juſt as much 
force with you, as the ſame way of Arguing, 
when you rake it up in your turn, ought to 
have with us. Bur farther; what account can 
you give of your leaving Room for inferior 
Deities, when the Reaſon of the thing, the 
drift ſcope and deſign of the Scripture ſeems 
plainly to have been to exclude, not other Su- 
premes only, or other Independent Deities 
(which few have been weak enough to ſuppoſe) 
but other /efer, inferior, and dependent Divi- 
nities? Beſides, God has declared that He vill 
not grve his Glory to another, Il. 42. 8.48. 11. 
This you ſay has no difficulty. How ſo, I be- 
ſeech you? It ſeems to me a very great dif- 
ficulty in your Scheme. You add, that H Glory 
3s, his being the one ſupreme independent 
Cauſe and Original of all Things or Beings. 
Now, I thought it was his pecu/zar Glory » 


v. Qu. V. of ſome QUERIES. 77 


be truly God, and to be acknowledged as ſuch, 


. Wl cclaGye of other Modiait Thi nm 


what the one God inculcates and inſiſts upon, 
very particularly, in the Old Teſtament. He 
diſcovers Himſelf to be 'a jealous God, and 
looks upon it as the higheſt Indignity to have 
any admitted as Partners and Sharers with Him. 
All Acts of Worthip, all Homage, Service; 
# Adoration, and Sacrifice, He claims, He chal- 
lenges as his due; and due to Him only; and 
that becauſe He only is God. Now put the 
Caſe of another God; another Author and Go- 


vernor of the *Ontver/e: That other will have 
a Share, and divide, tho' unequally, with Him 
in Glory. Was this then the meaning of J. 
42.8. I will not give All my Glory to another ? 


I will have the greater Share in every Thing? 
How conſiſtent might this be with the Worſhip 


of inferior Deities, or with the rankeſt Po/y- 


8 theiſm? For many of the Pagans themſelves 
paid their higheſt Veneration to the one ſu- 


preme God; only they defiled his Worſhip with 


a multitude of inferior Deities; they gave not 


God the /e Glory; but admitted others as 


Sharers and Partners with Him. You add, that 
; whatever divine Honour is juſtly given to any 
other, redounds ultimately to the Glory of 


Him, who commanded it to be given. 
But what if God, who beſt knows what re- 
dounds to his Glory, has already and before- 


hand engroſs d all divine Honour to Himſelf, 


thor 
and 


as being the only God, and the / An 


76 
and Governor of the Univerſe 4 Then all 
others are precluded from receiving any devine 
Honour; and there's no more Room leſt for 
God's commanding it, than there is for his con- 
fronting and contradicting Himſelf. But more 
of this hereafter, under the Head of Horfoip, 
I ſhall cloſe this Article with Grutiuss Com. 
ment upon the Text which we have been con- 
ſidering. The meaning of it is, ſays He, 
„ That God will take ſevere Vengeance on 
* thoſe who give that Name which belongs to 
« Him, to Bel, Nebo, Merodach, and Others, 
« which by Nature are ud Gods. 


Volt enim dicere, ſe Vindicaturum ſevere in Eos qui, Nomen 
quod Ipſius eſt, dant Belo, Neboni, Meraducho, & Alis w py 


Se dn O64. 
£ 
* 
Query 
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: 


Qu. V. 2 Ann 79 


ll 
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. bevber Dr. Clarke's ' pretence, that che Au 

re thority of Father and Son being One, the 
„ They are two Aiſtiuct Bein 2s, makes Them 
n. not to be two Gods, As a King upon the 
. i 

e, 

n 


ix 
»# 
1 


Throne and his Son adminiſtring the Father's 
Government, are not two Kings; be not tri- 
ing and inconſiſteut? For, if the Ning e 
to Con — not 4 King, He cannot truly be cali- 
s ed King; of He ir, then there are two 
Kings. So, f the Son be not God in the. | 
| Scripture-Notzon of God, He cannot truly | 
n, be called God; and then how 3s the Doctor [| 
con ſiſtent with Scripture, or with Himſelf 7 | 
But if the Son be truly God, there are two 
Gods upon the Doctors Hypotheſis, as plain- 
Iy as that one and one are Two: Aud ſo 
all the Texts of Iſaiah cited above, | befrdes 
others, fland full and clear againſt: the 
Doettor's Not ion. N 2 


O U 7traft, it ſeems, that õα A ſecond | 
_ Conſideration of this arb Query, The Ob- I 
| jettor himſelf will not think it very pertinent If 
or concluſive. But I can ſee no Reaſon for | 
your being ſo ſanguine upon it. For, as an ll 
Argument ſo plain and ſtrong, needs not fo Il 
T I mach as a ſecond Confideration ; ſo if the | 

Objector were to conſider it ever fo often, He | 

e | 
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both very pertinent and very concluſive. You 


add, that He wilt not ask, a ſecond Time, whe. | 


ther one divine Perſon exerciſmg the Au- 
thority of another, to whom He 1s ſubordi. 
nate, and by whom He is ſent, proves hat 
the two Perſons are two God.. 

But let me intreat you, in a Subject of this 
Importance, not to trifle at this rate; talking 
backwards and forwards, ſay ing and unſaying, 
aſſerting and then recanting, and contradicting 
your ſelf. What is Dr. Clarke's Intention, aud 
what is your's, in infiſting fo much on the ve. 
lative Senſe of the word God, but to find 4 
fatvo for the Divinity of the Son; that He 
may be acknowledged, conſiſtently wich your 


Hypotheſis, to be trucsh, really, properly God? 


Read but over again what you your ſelf have 
— (P. 113.) and then deny this if you 
Well then; if the Son, a diſtinct ſeparate 
— be truly and really God; and if the 
Father be ſo too, what can be plainer than that 
there are, upon your Hypotheſes. two Gods! 
But you fay, one is Supreme, the other Sub. 
ordinate. I underſtand it; 1:confider it: And 
do not you allow that a /ibordznate Being may 
be properly God? Do not you expreſly plead 
and contend for it? Is it not H ential in Dr. 
Clarke's, Scheme, and Your's to? What mean 
you then to deny that there are'tzwo Gods? Can 
you deny it, without recanting all that you had 


ſaid before; without ſtriking out every ſubor- | 
amen Bing, from being truly and properly | 


10d God; 
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1 God, without diſowning the very Principle up- 
Jon which you aſſert the Son to be God; in 


- I hon, without manifeſtly confronting and con- 
demning your ſelt? I do not charge you with 
t [aſſerting two ſupreme Gods: But I do charge 


vou with holding two Gods, one Supreme, ano- 
7 ther Inferior ; two real and true Gods, accord- 
inz to the Scripture-Notion of the Word, God, 
Jas explain'd by your ſelf. This you cannot 
truly and ſincerely, you ſhould not otherwiſe, 
deny: And therefore, inſtead of ſhifting it off, 
© your Buſineſs ſhould be ro maintain your Aſ- 
© {crtion, and to reconcile it, as far as poſſible, 
to Scripture, Antiquity, and Reaſon. I am 
ſenſible, ſomething may be pleaded, having ſeen 
what has been pleaded, for the Notion of Two 
Code, as you underſtand it. Bur, I think, it 
is upon ſuch Principles, as will leave you no 
Pretence, from Scripture, to object Tritheiſin 
to others; nor any juſt ground for inſiſting, as 
you generally do, upon the ſtrict Force of the 
8 -xcluſrve Terms, in order to ungod the Son. 
will not however anticipate what you may 
haye to fay farther on this Head; nor what 
may be pertinently replied to it. Let me fee 
J firſt, how far you will, in good earneſt, eſpouſe 
| the Notion of two Gods: In the Interim, I ma 
J fairly leave you to conſider of it. I ſhall be 
content, at preſent, to follow you in the way 
that you are in; endeavoring to clear your ſelf 
of the charge of aſſerting two Gods, and yet, 
the while, pleading for a ſubordinate God. 
| 0 To 
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quoted above b as declaring expreſly againſt any 


* 


one in the Hands of ſeveral Perſons. But if 


thority would not be one; that there would 


Qu. V. 
To countenance your Notion, you produce, 


2 after the Learned Doctor, the Authority of 
Tertullian; the fame Tertullian, whom I haye 


ſuch vain Imagination, as that of a ſubordinate 
God; and throwing it off as a Pagan Dream: 
The fame that ſays, the Divinity has no De. 
grees, being one only. Will you bring Him 
for a Voucher ſo directly againſt Himſelf? True, 
He uſes the ſmilitude of a King upon a Throne, 
and a Son adminiſtring his Father's King. 
dom : But to a very difterent purpoſe from what 
you would have it ſerve. The Objection ff 
againſt more Perſons than one in the Godhead 
(as Tertullian reſolves it) was, that the Av 


not be unicum Imperium fee the place in the 
© Margin. The /mzlitnde is pertinent to ſhoy 
how the Authority, or Government, may be 


a Script. Dottr, p. 333. b See Qu 3. p. 54. 

c Monarchiam, inquiunt, tenemus. Et ita ſonum vocaliter es. 
primunt Latini, etiam Opici, ut putes lilos tam bene intelligere 
Monarchiam, quam enuntiant. Sed Monarchiam ſonare ſtudent Ia. 
tini; & Oeconomiam intelligere nolunt etiam Græci. At Ego, | i 
quid utriuſque Linguz præcerpſi, Monarchiam nihil aliud fignificar 
ſcio, quam. Singulare & Unicum Imperium: non tamen præſcriben 
Monarchiam, ideo quia Unius fit, Eum, cujus fit, aut Filium no! 
habere, aut Ipſum ſe ſibi Filium feciſſe, aut Monarchiam ſuam not 
per quos velit adminiſtrare. Atquin, nullam dico Domination 
ita unius ſui eſſe, ut non etiam per alias proximas Perſonas 2. 
miniſtretur Si vero & Filius fuerit ei, cujus Monarc 
fit, non ſtatim dividi eam, & Monarchiam eſſe deſinere, fi partices WW 
ejus adſumatur & Filius. Contr. Prax. c. 3. p. 502. 

The Senſe of this Paſſage is very clear: The Praxeans, (1 ſuppi? 
taking advantage of this; that the Church had always rejected Ts 
Principia, and 74 duden) pleaded for Themſelves, and again} 


you 
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you ask Tertullian, how Father and Son can 
be reputed one God; He tells you in the 
Chapter before, and in that very Paſſage 
which the Doctor quotes, that it is by Unity 
of Subſtance and Original. Unity of Aut ho- 
rity, and Unity of Godhead, are, with Ter- 
tullian, diſtin Things; however you may 
pleaſe to confound Them: God and his Angels 
have, according to Him, one Authority; but 


Hie does not therefore ſay, that the Angels are 


Gods; or that, if They were, there would till 
be but one God. | 

b Athenagoras makes uſe of the ſame Simi- 
litude for the ſame purpoſe with Tertullian; 
to illuſtrate the Unity of Authority and Power 
common to Father and Son; not the Unity of 
Godhead. It was the © Government divine, 
which He undertook, in ſome meaſure, to illu 
ſtrate, by That Compariſon of a King and his 
Jon (which however would argue an Equa- 
lity of Nature, 9 ro your Tenets. ) 
Bur as to Unity of Godhead, He reſolves it 
into d other Principles, the very fame with Ter- 
real Trinity ; He tenemus. Tertullian tells them, chat They 
miſunderſtood g. (As it might ſignify unum principium, He 
had anſwered the Objetion before, c. 2.) Here He ſays, it ſignifies 
on one Authority; and He ſhows that, taken in that Senſe, it was 
wo juſt Objettion againſt a Trinity of Perſons, Thus, havimg mains 
an 4, firſt, Unity of Principle, and afterwards Unity of Authority; 
-; fy guarded the Dectrine of the Trinity, againſt the Cawils 

RS. f F 


2 Unus omnia, dum ex uno omnia, per Subſtantiæ ſcilicet Uni- 


tatem, p. 501. 5 
Filium non aliunde deduco, ſed de Subſtantia Patris, c. 4. p. z. 
b Legat. c. IF. p. 63. C iT #pgiviov BamAtiar. 


4 


G 2 tullian's 


reaſon is the ſame for the Son) to be a Snbſtan. 


dern) for his Notion of the Unity. Tertullian, 


where or other, are known to reſolve it into 
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rullian's; Namely, Unity of Subſtance, and 
Original, making the Holy Ghoſt (and the 


tial * Emanation from the Father, as Lzght 
from Fire. The common Anſwer to the Charge 
of Tritheiſin, or Ditherſm, as well of the Poſt. 
Nicene, as Ante- Nicene Fathers, was, that 


there is but one Head, Root, Fountain, Father 


of all; not in reſpect of Authority only, but of 
Subſtance alſo; as Tertullian before expreſſes Þ 
it: Non aliunde deduco, ſed de Subſftanti 
Patris. This was the concurrent Senſe of f All 


in general; and into this chiefly they reſolved 


the Unity of Godhead; as they muſt needs do, 
ſince they believed God to be a Word denoting 
Subſtance, not Dominion only; and one Di- 
vinity. Oeſans, was with Them the ſame Thing 
as one divine Subſtance. The learned Doctor, 
after his manner of Citing, + produces, I think, 
Thirteen Vouchers, (Ten Antient ; Three Mo- 


Athenagoras, and Novatian (Three of Them) 
evidently reſolve the Unity, as before obſerved, 
into Communzon of Subſtance. Fuſtin, Atha- 
uaſius, Hilary, Baſil, Pearſon, Bull, Payne, 
(Seven more) moſt of Them, in the very Pal- 
ſages which the Doctor cites; All of them, ſome- 


Souſpip, or Unity of Principle; either of which 


Ngg, %, cop, 006 Y rargbs, E nf,, a; Pas and Tg 
To TViouy, p. 96. 

+ Some pretended Exceptions will be conſidered in another Place, Qu. 13. 

+ Script. Dor. p. 334, 335» KC. | 

| comes 
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comes to the ſame with the former. None of 
theſe Authors ſo underſtood the Father to be 
one God, as to exclude the Son from being one 
God with Him, in Nature, Subſtance, and Per- 
fection: Nor would they have ſcrupled to call 
Father and Son together, one God; moſt of them 
doing it expreſly, all implicitely. 

Origen, another of the Doctor's Authors, 
* reſolves the Unity into Communion of Godhead, 
ia the * Paſſage cited. ©wTvys is the word He 
uſes; Þ generally, if not conſtantly, ſignifying 
Subſtance in that very Comment from whence 
the Citation is taken; agreeably to the moſt 
ulual Senſe of Obs, in the Ante-Nicene Writers; 
and of Divinitas, in Tertullian; and of Otò ms 
in other © Authors. 

Lactantius, the twelfth of the Number, would 
have ſpoken fully to our purpoſe, in the very 
{ Chapter refer'd to, if the Doctor would have 
ſuffered Him. He would have told us (how- 
ever unhappy He may otherwiſe be in his 
| Explications of That Myſtery) that Father 
and Son are one Subſtance, and one God; 10 
far, ar leaſt, contrary co what the learned Do- 
or cites him for. There remains only Eu- 


2 Comm. in Joh. p. 46. b See ibid. p. 35. 133.154. 228.262. 
C Epift. Synod, Antioch. Labb. Tom. 1. p. 847. Euſebius 
_ Comm. in Pſalm. p. 323. 592. & in Iſa. p. 375. 382+ 571 Atha- 
o ma. paſſim. Epiphan. Hæteſ. 64. c. 8. 7 
d Una utrique mens, unus Spiritus, ana Subſtantia eſt; ſed Ille 
| quaſi exuberans Fons eſt; Hic tanquam defluens ex eo Rivus: Ille 
|  tanquam Sol; Hic quaſi Radius a Sole porrectus. Ad utramque 
1 Fierſonam referens intulit, & Prater me non eſt Deus; cum poſſit 
dicere, prater nos: ſed Fas non erat plurali numero Separationem 
. Tantæ Neceſſitudinis fieri. J. 4. c. 29. p. 403, 404. . 
FR G 3 ſebius ; 


where ſpeaks very Orthodoxly of the Holy un- 


Gelaſ. l. 2. de Syn. Nic. c. 1. p. 11. 
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ſebius, whoſe Expreſſions are bold and free; 
and fo far favourable to the Doctor, as they 


are different from thoſe of the Carholichs of his 


own Time, or of the Times before, and after, 
If they are really to be underſtood, fo as to ex- 


_ clude the Son from being ove God with the 


Father, they ungod the Son; and contain plain 
Arianiſin. But, perhaps they may admit of 
ſuch a favourable excuſe as, Gelaſius tells us, 
Euſebius, in effect, made for Himſelf, in reſped 
of any uncautious Expreſſions, which, in the 


warmth of Diſpute, or out of his great Z cal againſt 
Sabellianiſm, had dropp'd from Him: That He 


did not intend Them in the (impious) Senſe of 
Arius; ut had only been too careleſs and 
negligent in his Expreſſions. One may be 
the more inclined to believe it, ſince He ad. 
mitted, at other Times (as I have obſerved a. 


bove) one God in three Perſons: and elle- 


divided Trinity, making the f Trinity (not the 
Father only) the 'Apyy, the Head and Prin- 
ciple of all Things; and illuſtrating the Egqua- 
lity of the Perſons by a very handſome Simi. 
litude. But to return to the Learned Doctor: 
In the + Cloſe of this Article, He has a peculiar 


O py xc dee txeve i,, GAN th m ,Ewꝛs dne 


Exe  Taam pom; xo aer, © Bumnxig Tera. 17 
Rrapys xi ayers Quorw; wm pin, Tis F Javeruy , u 0/96; 
Tu omiewat, O Tv; A xo rug witics, a Rl vg, 
dura vis 2s &y 4 TUNTO pn ven. Orat. de Laud. Cons 
tant. p. 211. Ed. Vale $4 

' + Script. Doctr. p. 249. 
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Turn, which ſhould be taken notice of. The 
Scholaſtick Writers, ſays He, in later Ages, 
have put this Matter (meaning the Unity of 


the Godhead ) upon another Foot : That is, 


different from what Himſelf, and perhaps Euſe- 
Z bius in thoſe Paſſages, had put it upon. They 
have not, it ſeems, pur it upon @ real, proper, 
numerical individuality, as the Learned Do- 

ctor would have had them do. They do not 
make the Godhead worrezwn@-, one ſingle 
= Hypoſtaſis ; which, in the main, is all one 
with the Sabellian Singularity. 


The Reader ſhould be told, that thoſe Sch 
laſtick Writers are as old as Tertullian, Ire- 


nau, or Athenagoras; which brings it up al- 


moſt to the middle of the Second Century. So 
early, at leaſt, Farher and Son together have 
been called, and all along believed to be one 
God. Ler but the Reader underſtand, and 
take along with Him, whar I have now ob- 
ſerved; and I ſhall not differ with you about 
Names. Scholaſtick may ſtand for Catholick, 
as I perccive it often does with you allo, if 
you think the Catholick Faith may, under that 
borrow'd Name, be more ſafely, or more ſuc- 
ceſsfully attacked. The Scholaſtzck Notion 


then, which has prevailed for Fifteen Cen- 


turies at leaſt, is, that Father and Son are one 
God: Your's, on the other Hand, is, that the 
Father is one God, and the Son another God: 
And Jam to convince you, if I can, that one 


God, and another God, make two Gods, You 


86 4 ask 
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ask me ſeriouſly, * whether Herod the great, 
was not King of Jadea, tho the Jews (that is, 
when the Jews) had no King but Cæſar? I an. 
{wer, He was not : For, Herod the Great had been 
dead above Thirty Years before; and the Jews 
had really no King but Cxiar, when they faid 
ſo. However, if there had been one King un- 
der another King, there would have been t 
Kings. The fame I ſay for one God under 
another God; they make /wo Gods, You ask, 
next, whether there were more Kings of Perſia 
than one, tho the King of Perſia was King of 
Kings? 1 ſhall not diſpute whether, King of 
Kings, was Titular only to the Kings of 
Perſia, or whether They had other Kings un- 
der Them. I ſhall only ſay thus: Either the 
ſuppoſed Kings of Perſia were Kings of Per- 
ſia, or They were not: If They were; then 
there were more Kings of Perſia than one: If 
They were not Kings of Perſia; They ſhould 
not be ſo called. To apply this to our preſent 
purpoſe ; either there are two Authors and Go. 
wernors of the Univerſe, that is, !wo Gods; 
or there arc not: If there are, why do you deny 
it of Either ? If there arc not, why do you af- 
firm it of Both? 

After all, pleaſe to take Notice, that I do 


not diſpute againſt the notion of one King un- 
der another ; a petty King under a Supreme. 


25 s no difficulty at all in the Conception of 
But what 1 inſiſt __ is this: That a 


oh ra. 45. 


great 


_ 5 os 
_—__. .—- 
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great King and a little King make tπ Kings ; 
or elſe one of Them is 20 King. contrary to 
the Suppoſition. The ſame I ſay of a ſupreme 
and a ſubordinate God, that They make Two 
Code; or elſe, one of Them is #0 God, con- 
trary to the Suppoſition. 


(I'VE KV Th 


IWhether the ſame Characteriſticbs, eſpecially 
ſuch eminent ones, can reaſonably be under- 
ſtood of two diſtiuet Beings, and of one In- 
finite and Independent, the other Depen- 
dent and Finite! 


EXTS, proving an Unity of divine At- 
1 tributes in Father and Son, applied 


To the one God. To the Son. 


| He knew all Men, 
Thou, even Thou on- &c. Joh. 2. 24. Thou 


ly knoweſt the Hearts | knoweſt all Things, 


© of all the Children of | Joh.16.30.Which know- 
= Men, Kings 8. 39. eſt the Hearts of all 
b; | Men, Acts 1. 24. 

I the Lord ſearch] I am He that ſe arch. 
the Fleart; I try the eth the Reius and the 
© Reins, Jer. 17. 10. Heart, Rev. 2. 3. 
lam the firſt, and A, 
I am the laſt, and be- I am the firſt, and 
8 ſides me there is ub Tamthe laſt, Rev.1.17. 
| God, Ila. 44.6. | n 0M 


1 am 
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J am A and , the I am A and Q, the 
beginning and the end, | beginning and the end 
Rev. 1.8. Rev. 22.13. 

King of Kings, and Lord of Loras, and 
Lord of Lords, 1 Tim. | King of Kings, Rey. 
6.15. . 17. 14.19. 16. 

The mighty God, Iſ. The mighty God, II 
. 9. 6. Lord of al 
He 1s Lord of all, 
er, over all, Rom. \ 4.10.36.Over all Gul 

os bleſſed, &c. Rom. g. 5. 


In this ſixth Query (for ſo I chuſe to make 

it, thinking That method moſt convenient, on 
| ſeveral Accounts) are couched two Arguments 
for the Son's being the one true God, as well 
as the Father. EIS . 

The Firſt is: That the CHaracteriſtichs, ap- 
plied to the one true God, are applied likewiſe 
to the Son: which Conſideration alone is of 
great force. 

The Second is: That the Attributes here ap- 
plied to the Son, are ſuch eminent ones, that 
we might ſafely conclude they belong to no 
Creature, but to God only. 

How ſhall we know, who, or what the one 
God is; or what Honour, and to whom, due; 
but by ſuch Marks, Notes. and diſtinguiſhing 
Characters as are given us of Him in Scripture! 
If thoſe are equally applied to two, or more 
Perſons, the Honour muſt go along with the 


Attributes; and the Attributes infer an eq - 
ity 


Fg 22 n= os N FCC 4 ; q 
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lity of Nature and Subſtance, to ſupport Them. 
In a Word; if divine Attributes belong to each 


perſon, each Perſon muſt be God; and if God. 
ſince God is one, the ſame God. This is the 
Sum of the Argument: Now let us ſee what 
Anſwer you give to it. 

You admit that the Attributes, ſpecified in 
the Texts, belong to Both: only you obſerve, 
that all Powers and Attributes are ſaid to 
be the Father's only, becauſe they belong to 
Him primarily, or originally, as the Self-ex- 
iſtent Cauſe . This I can readily admit, as 
well as you; provided only, the word, Cau/e, be 
interpreted to a juſt, ſober, and catholick Senſe 
(as the Greek Writers eſpecially have under- 
ſtood it) and SJe/f-exiſtent be interpreted, as 
it ſhould be, negatzvely. You add, our Lord 
Jelas Chriſt, having all communicable diviue 
Powers derived to Him, with his Being, 
from the Father, is ſaid to do the ſame things 
which the Father doth, and to be, in a ſub- 
ordinate Senſe, what the Father is. 

Here are many Things, in this Anſwer, 


; liable to juſt Exception. Firſt, your uſing the 
word, Divine, in an improper Senſe. Au- 


gelical Powers are ſuch as are peculiar to An- 


gels; and divine Powers ſuch as are proper to 
* God only: Bur, here you underſtand them, in 
the fame Senſe, as one might call any kingly 
Power. or Authority, divine, becauſe derived 
from God; and ſo any thing that comes from 
| God, is, in your Senſe, divine. In the next 


* Pag, 46. Place, 
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place, you clog it farther with the Term, com. 
municable, telling us that all communicable di 
vine Powers, are derived to Chriſt Jeſus: where. 
as J contend, that the Attributes in the Text, 
are ſtrictly divine; and therefore incommuni. 
cable to any Creature. Next, you ſpeak of a 
ſubordinate Senſe, in which thoſe Attributes 
belong to Chriſt; which is the ſame as to fay, 
(becauſe you mean fo) that they belong not at 
all ro Him. For, I ſuppoſe, mmniſcience, ot 
eternity. &c. in your ſubordinate Senſe, arc 
very different from the other; and therefore 
are not the ſame Attributes. It were better 
to deny roundly, that the ſame Attributes 
belong to Both; and then we ſhould clearly 
apprehend each other. Laſtly, I obſer ve to 
you, that you underſtand the word, /#bord:- 
nate, very differently from what Catholick Wri: 
ters do, in this Controverly ; and therefore, in- 
ſtead of it, ſhould rather have ſaid, in a e. 
ſtrain d, limited Senſe; which is your mean 
ing, otherwiſe you contradict not me. 

Now then, I muſt ask you, what ground or 
warrant you have from Scripture, or right rea- 
ſon, for putting Reſtrictions and Limitations 
upon the Texts applied to Chri/t eſis, more 
than to thoſe applied to the ove God? The 
Expreſſions are equally general; and, ſeemiugh 
at leaſt, equally extenſive. You are fo ſenſible 
that you can give no ſolid Proof of a reſtraind 
and limited Senſe, that you do not ſo much 3s 
offer at it; but only covertly inſinuate your 
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om. meaning, under dark and obſcure Terms. You 
d. ſpeak of Hubordinat ion, and quote Fathers for 
it; who underſtood it in the ſober and ortho- 
* dox Senſe: If you agree with thoſe Fathers, 
= you agree with me. Bur, do not ute their 
* yenerable Names as a cover for what rhev ne- 
ver meant, but would have greatly abhor'd *. 
I allow the ſecond Perſon to be /ubordinately 
| wiſe, good, powerful, &c. That is nor the 
© Queſtion between us: He is ſapientia de ſapi- 
” entia; as lumen de lumine, and Deus de Deo. 
What I contend for farther, is, that his Attri- 
butes are ſ{rif7ly divine, and his Perfections in- 
» fnite. I prove it from hence; becauſe the At- 
= tributes which belong to the oe God, and are 
therefore undoubtedly Infinite, belong to Him 
alſo; from whence it follows, that the God. 
| bead belongs to Him too; and that there are 
more Perſons than one, in the one God. Whats 
ever I can find, in your Anſwer, tending, in 
the leaſt, to invalidate this reaſoning, I ſhall 
take notice of; tho' you have been pleas'd to 
be very ſparing in this Article. You obſerve 
that he exerciſe of theſe Attributes being. 
* finite, they do not neceſſarily infer an infinite 
Jubect. I underſtand not what you mean by 
the exerciſe of Eternity and Omuiſcience, 
which are two of thoſe Attributes; nor how it 
can be fuite, without an expreſs Contradiction; 
| * The Teflimonies, which you have cited from Dr. Clarke, I take 
notice of; becauſe they — been already conſider d by a learned 


| Gentleman; and ſhown to be foreign to your purpoſe, True Script. 
Doctr. Continufd, p. 11, 4 N - 
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nor how either of them can be exercisd, what: 


_ ever you mean by it, but by an zufinite Sub. 


jet. As little do I underſtand how infinite 
Power, which, I preſume, is what you chiefly 
allude to, muſt be fnzte in the exerciſè of it; 
as if there could not be an Act of infinite 
Power, or as if God could not do ſomething 
which ſhould infinitely exceed any finite Power, 
Theſe Things very much want explaining ; and 
ſo I leave them to your farther Thoughts. 
The cleareſt Expreſſion you have, under this 
Article, is this: when Chriſt is ſtiled, Lord of 
all, ſee it explain'd, Matt. 28. 18. and Epheſ, 
I. 22. where Chriſt Jeſus is ſaid to have all 
power given Him. Here, I think, I do under- 
ſtand your meaning; and am ſorry to find that 
it falls ſo low. Would your * Predeceſſors in 


this Controverſy, the Antient Arzans, or Eu- 


nomiaus, have cver ſcrupled to acknowledge 


that our Bleſſed Saviour was Lord over all, 


long before his Reſurrection, or even his In. 
carnation? Thar He was Lord of all before 
his Reſurretftion, is very plain from the Scri- 
prures, which carry in them irrefragable Proofs 
of it. By Him were all Things created that 
are in Heaven, and that are in Earth, viſ. 
ble and inviſible; whether they be Thrones, 
or Domimions, or Prancipalities, or Powers, 


* Antequam faceret Univerſa, omnium Futurorum Deus & Do- 


minus, Rex & Creator erat Conſtitutuss Voluntate & 


(Dei & Patris ſui) Cæleſtia & Terreſtria, viſibilia & inviſibila, 
Corpora & Spiritus, ex nullis exſtantibus, ut eſſent, ſua virtute 
fecit. Serm. Ariasor. apud Auguſt, Tom. 8. p. 622. ul 
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all Things were created by Him, and for 
Him; and He 1s before all Things, and by 


j Him all Things conſiſt, Col. 1. 16, 17. Thou 


Lord in the beginning haſt laid the Founda- 
tion of the Earth, and the Heavens are the 
works of” thine Hande, Heb. 1. 10. 


* It is not without good Reaſon that we underſtand Hebr. 1. 10. 
of Chriſt. 
/ 1. The context it ſelf favors it. The Verſe begins with, xas oo, 
which properly refers to the ſame who was ſpoken of immediately be- 


fore in the jecond Perſon. The os preceding and ov following, an- 


{wer to each other. A change of Perſon, while the ſame way of ſpeak- 
ing is purſued, muſt appear unnatural. | 

2. The (cope and intent of the Author was to ſet forth the Honour 
and Dignity of the Son above the Angels; and no Circumſtance could 
be more proper than that of his Creating the World. 

2. If He had omitted it, He had ſaid leſs than Himſelf had done 
before, in Verſe the 2d, of which this ſeems to be Explanatory z and as 
He had brought Proofs from the Old Teſtament for ſeveral other 
Articles, nothing could be more proper or more pertinent, than to 
bring a Proof, from thence, of this alſo, 

4. Declaring Him to be Jehovah, and Creator of the Univerſe 
might be very proper to ſhow that He was no miniſtring Spirit, 
but ew3egy®>; to lit at the right Hand of God, which immediate:y 
follows. 

5. To introduce a Paſſage here about God's immutability or ſta- 
bility, muſt appear very abrupt, and not pertinent; becauſe the Angels 
alſo, in their Order and Degree, reap the Benefit of God's ſtability 
and immutability. And the Queſtion was not about the duration 
and continuance, but about the ſublimity and excellency of their 
reſpective Natures and Dignities. | 

6 I may add, that this Senſe is very conſonant to Antiquity 3 
which every where ſpeaks of the Son as Creator, and in as high and 
firong Terms: ſuch as Theſe, Tsxvims, Inpriepyoc, mary: p, 
ab, F mri, F ds, Ge ws, and the like; Teſtimonies 
whereof will occur hereafter. Barnabas, ſpeaking of the Sun in the 
Heavens, calls it *pyor Ne gu aured , meaning Chriſt; tho "there's 
ſome diſpute about the Reading: of which ſee Grab. Not. in Bull. 

F. p. 23. | | 

Theſe Conſiderations ſeem ſufficient to overthrow the Pretences of 
4 late Writer, Examin. of Dr. Bennet on Trin. p. 40. As to former 
Exceptions to this Verſe, They are conſider d * confuted by Biſhop 
Bull, Jud. Eccl. p. 43, See alſo Surenhuſ. in loc. p. 600. 6 
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Can you imagine that the Son could be Ce. 
tor and Preſerver of all Things from the Be. 
ginning; and yet not be Lord over all til 
after his Reſurrection ? If this does not ſatisfy 
you, return to Joh. 1. 1. He was ©-0s before 
the World was, by your own Acknowledge. 
ment; which being a word of Office and imply. 
ing Dominion, He was certainly Lord, as {con 


as ever there was any Thing for Him to be 


Lord over. And when He came into the 
World, the World that was made by Him, 
(Joh. 1.10.) He came unto his own, (Joh. 1. II.) 
Surely then, He was Lord over all long before 
his Reſurrection. 

You will ask, it may be, what then is the 
meaning of thole Texts which you have 
quoted? How was all Power given Him, 
according to Matt. 28. 182 Or how were 4 
Things then put under His Feet, according to 
Epheſ. 1. 222 Nothing is more eaſy than to 
anſwer you this. The Ass, or Word, was, 
from rhe Beginning. Lord over all; but the 
God incarnate, the ®:dySpuros, or God-Man, 
was not fo, till after rhe Reſurrection. Then 
He reccived, in that Capacity, what He had 
ever enjoy d in another. Then did He receive 
that full Power, in both Natures, which He 
had heretofore poſſeſs'd in ove only. This is 
very handſomly repreſented by Hermas, in his 


fifth Similitude : where the * Son of God is 


introduced under a double Capacity, as 4 Son 


* See Bull. D. Fid. N. P · 38. 125 
„ and 
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©:nd as Arwen in reſpect of his two Natures, 
L Divine and Human. 
The Father calling his Son and Heir whom 
He loved, and ſuch Friends as He was wont 
to have in Council, He tells Them what 
. Commands He had laid upon his Servant; 
. „ and moreover what the Servant had done: 
And they immediately congratulated that 
Servant, for that He had received fo full a 
b Teſtimony from his Lord. (Afterwards 
{be Father adds) I will make Him my Heir 
together with my Son. This deſign of 
| the Lord, both his Son and -his Friends ap- 
proved. namely, that this Servant ſhould 
be Heir together with his Son. 
; Ir is much ro the lame purpoſe that Origen 
* to Celſus. ** f Let thoſe our Acculers 
Th object to us our making a God of a 
mortal Man) know, that (this Jeſus) whom 
* we believe to have been God, and the Son 
of God, from the beginning; is no other 


| * (Pater) adhibito Filio quem carum & Hæredem habebat, & Ami- 
tis quos in Conſilio advocabat z indicat eis quæ Servo ſuo facienda 
Handaſſet, quæ præterea Ille feeiſſet. At Illi protinus gratulati 
Wunt ferro illi, quod tam plenum Teſtimonium Domini aſſecutus 
fuiſſet volo eum Filio meo facere cohæredem 
Hoc conſilium Domini. & Filius, & Amici ejus Comprobaverunt , 
ſt fieret ſcilicet Hic Servus Cohæres Filio. Herm. Paſt. Sim. 5. 
2. p. 104. Cot, Edit. 
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« than the Word it ſelf, Truth it ſelf, and 
« Wiſdom it ſelf: But we ſay farther that his 
* mortal Body, and the human Soul that was 


therein, by means of their moſt intimate 


Connexion to, and Union with 7he Word 
received the greateſt Dignity imaginable, and 
participating of his Divinity, were taken in- 
„to God. It is difficult to expreſs the ful 
force of this Paſſage, in Eng : But you may 


ſee the Original in the Margin. 


From hence you may perccive, how eaſy it Þ 
is to account for our Lord's having 4/4 Power 
given Him, after his Reſurrection ; given him 


in reſpect of his Human Nature, which was 


never ſo high exalted, nor aſſumed into ſuch 
Power and Privilege, till that Time; having 
before been under a State of Affliction, and 
Humiliation. There is a notable Fragment of 
Hippolytus which Fabricius has lately given 
us in the Second Volume; and which is ſo full 
to our purpoſe, that I cannot forbear adding it 
to the former. Speaking of that famous Pal- 
ſage in the Epiftle to the Philippiaus, c. 2 
and particularly upon theſe Words: / Herefore 
God alſo hath highly exalted Him, v. 9. He 
Comments upon it thus. He is faid to be 
** exalted, as having wanted it before; but in 
reſpect only of his Humanity; and He has 


a Name given Him; as twere a Matter of 


„ Favor, which is above every Name as the 
«* Bleſſed ( Apoſtle) Paul expreſſes it, But 


* Hippolytus Vol. 2. p. 29. Fabric. Edit. 
3 8 | « jn 
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in Truth and Reality, this was not the gzv- 
„ing Him any Thing, which He naturally 
« had not from the Beginning: fo far from it, 
that we are rather to eſteem it his returning 
„to what He had in the Beginning * eſſentially, 
« and unalterably ; on which Account it is, rhat 
« He, having condeſcended, oixeropunas, to put 
on the humble Garb of Humanity, ſaid, Fa- 


ther, glorify me with the Glory, which I 


« had, &c. For He was always inveſted with 


: +« Divine-Glory, having been Co- exiſtent with 
his Father before all Ages, and before all 
* « Time, and the Foundation of the World f. 


hope, this may ſuffice to convince you, 


| how much you miſtake ; and how contrary 


your Sentiments arc both to Scripture, and Ca- 


| tholick Antiquity, if you imagine that the Ag- 
7 O, or Word, then firſt began to be Lord 
* over all, when that Honour was confer'd on 
the Man Chriſt Jeſus. 


0 Ounwda; l Clans | a 7212 2 
Iny add a Paſſage of Novatian, Ac fi de ccelo deſcendit 


| Verbum Hoc, tanquam Sponſus ad Carnem, ut per Carnis ad- 
| ſumptionem Filius Hominis illuc poſſet aſcendere, unde Dei Filius, 
Verbum, deſcenderat: Merito, dum per connexionem mutuam, & 
Caro Verbum Dei gerit, & Filius Dei Fragilitatem Carnis adſumit; 
Cum ſponſa Carne Conſcendens illuc unde fine Carne deſcenderat, 
| recipit jam claritatem illam, quam dum ante mundi Conſtitutionem 
| habuiſſe oftenditur, Deus manifeſtiſime Comprobatur. Novat. c. 13. 


H 2 Query 
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Qu E R Y VII. 


Whether the Father's Omniſcience and Eter- 
nity are not one and the ſame with the 
Son's, being alike deſcribed, and in the 
ſame Phraſes? Sce the Texts above. p. 89. 


OUR Anſwer, * with reſpect to the Son's 
Omniſcience, is, that He hath a rela. 
trve Omniſcience communicated to Him from 
the Father; that He knows all Things re- 
lating to the Creation and Government of the 
*Onzver/e; and that He is ignorant of the Day 
of Judgment. 
The Son then, it ſeems, knows a// Things, 
excepting that He is ignorant of many Things; 
and is amniſciceut in inch a Senſe, as to know 
infinitely leſs, than one who is really omniſci- 
ent. Were it not better to ſay plainly, that 
He is not omniſcient, than to ſpeak of a rela- 
tive Omniſcience, which is really no Omni. 
ſcience; unleſs an Angel be omniſcient, or a 
Man omuiſcient, becauſe He knows all Things 
which He knows? What Ground do you find 
in Scripture, or Antiquity, for your Diſtinction 


of abſolute and relative Omniſcience? Where 


is it ſaid, that He knows all Things relating 10 
his Office, and no more? Or how can he be 
ſo much as omni/cient, in this low Senſe, if 
He knows not, or knew not, the preciſe time 


pag. 48. | 
of 


II. 
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of the Day of Judgment; a Thing which, one 
would imagine, ſhould belong to his Office as 
much as any ? Matt. 24. 36. as well as Mark 
13. 32. is plainly meant only of the human 
Nature; and is to the fame effect with Luk. 
2. 52. That He increas'd in Wiſdom, which 
cannot be literally underſtood of the Azy@+ 
with any tolerable conſiſtency, even upon 
the Arian Hypotheſis *. You tell us farther, 
that All the Ante- Nicene Writers underſtand 
by theſe two Texts, that our Lord as the Ad- 
Or, or Son of God, did not then know the 
Day of Judgment, (p. 49.) This is r wer 
indeed; If you have read the Ante · Nicene 
Writers; you muſt know better: if you have 
not; how unaccountable a thing is it to talk 
thus confidently without Book ? If what you 
hy was true, we ſhould, without delay, give 
you up all theſe Writers to a Man; and never 
more pretend to quote any Ante-Nicene Fa- 


A late Writer acquaints us, in the Name of Dr. Clarke and the 
Arians, ( I preſume, without their leave) '* that the Word really 
* emptied it /elf, and became like the Rational Soul of another Man, 
* which is limited by the Bodily Organs; and is, in a manner, dor- 
* mant in Infancy; and that the Word may be deprived of its for- 
mer extraordinary Abilities in reality, and grow in Wiſdom, 
* as others do. This is making the Aly, That greateſt and beſt of 
Beings, (upon the Arian Scheme) next to God Himſelf, become a Child 
in underſtanding ; tho" once wiſe enough to Frame, and Govern the whole 
Univerſe. The Author calls it, (I think, very profanely) The true 


ad great Myſtery of Godlineſs, God manifeſt in Fleſh, One would 


think, inſtead of manifeſt, it ſhould have been, confined, lock d up 
in Fleſh; which is the Author's own Interpretation of this Myſtery, 
(p. 16.) Woat deſign He could have in all This, I know not; unleſs 
He conſider d what Turn Arianiſm took, ſoon after its Revival at the 
Reformation, See Exam. of Dr. Bennet on the Trin. p. 1g, 16. 
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ther, in favour of the preſent Orthodoxy. But 
as the Point is of great Moment, we mult re- 
quire ſome Proots of it: For, writing of Hiſtory 
by Invention, is really Romancing. You 
cite JIrenæus from * Dr. Clarke, who could 
find no other: or elſe we ſhould have heard of 
it from the firſt Hand. And yet you cry out, 
All; which is more than the learned Doctor 
pretended to ſay; who had his Thoughts about 
Him; and would not have let flip any fair ad- 
vantage to the Cauſe which He eſpouſes. 

But has the Doctor really proved that Ire. 
neus meant ſo! Perhaps not: And then your 
All, which was but one, is reduced ro none. 

Two Things the Doctor, or you, ſhould have 
proved: Firſt, That [renens underſtood thoſe 


Texts of the Ay, or Word, in that Capacity. 


And Secondly, That He ſuppoſed Him Aterally 
Ignorant of the Day of Judgment. The Doctor 
knew full well what Solutions. had been given 
of the difficulty ariſing from this Paſſage. Vet 
He barely recites /reneus's Words; and nei— 
ther attempts to prove that ſuch was his Senle, 
nor to diſprove it. You indeed do obſerve, from 
ſome learned Perſon, that this Paſſage of Ire- 
neus will admit of no Evaſion. For, He evi 
 dently ſpeaks not of the Son of Man, but of 
the Son of God; even of That Son with 
whom, as it follows, in omnibus Pater com. 
municat. Let this have its due Weight: The 
Argument may look ſo far plauſible on that 
. Script. Doctr. p. 146. of | 


fe 


Qu. vn. of ſome QUERIES. 103 
ſide : But let the other fide be heard too, be- 


fore we determine. Biſhop Bull has given 


ſome Reaſons, and weighty ones too, to ſhow, 
that, if ſrenzns attributed any Ignorance to 
Chriſt, He did it in reſpect of his Human 
Nature only. His Reaſons are. 

1. Becauſe Jrenæus, in the very ſame Chapter, 
b aſcribes abſolute Omniſcience to the divine 


Nature of Chriſt. 


2. Becauſe He every where elſe ſpeaks of the 
Son, as of one perfectly acquainted with the 
Nature, and Mill, of the Father. 

3. Becauſe the ſame Irenæus upbraids the 
Gnoſticks tor their Folly, in aſcribing any De- 
gree of Ignorance to their pretended Sophia, or 
Wiſdom. How then could He imagine that the 
true Sophia, Wiſdom it ſelf, could be ignorant 
of any Thing ? 

4. Becauſe the fame IJrenæus d uſes an Argu- 
ment againſt the YValentinians, who pretended 


a Def. F. N. p. 82. Comp, Brev. Animadv. in G. Cl. p. 1056. 

b Spiritus Salvatoris, qui in eo eſt, Scrutatur omnia, & Altitu- 
dines Dei, J. 2. c. 28. p. 158. 

c See l. 2. c. 18. p. 140. Iren. Quomodo autem non vanum eſt, 
quod etiam Sophiam ejus dicunt in ignorantia fuiſſe? Hæc 
enim aliena ſunt a Sophia. & contraria ubi enim eſt Impro- 
videntia & Ignorantia utilitatis, ibi Sophia non et. 

d Iren. l. 2. c. 25. p. 152. Ed. Bened. In quantum minor ell, 


id eo qui factus non eſt & qui ſemper idem eſt, ille qui hodie 


tactus eſt- & initium facturæ accepit: in tantum, ſecundum ſcien- 
nam & ad inveſtigandum cauſas omnium, minorem eſſe eo qui fe- 
cit. Non enim infectus es, O Homo, neque ſemper co-exiſtebag 
Deo, ſicut proprium ejus Verbum: Sed propter eminentem Boni- 
atem ejus, nunc initium facturæ accipiens, ſeaſim diſcis a Verbo 
Cilpolitiones Dei, qui Te fecit. The whole Paſſage is fulier to the 
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to know all Things, which plainly ſuppoſes 
that Chriſt is muiſcient. The Argument ig 


This. You are not eternal and uncreated, as 


the Son of God is; and therefore cannot pre- 
tend to be muiſcieut, as He is. 

It might have concern d you to anſwer theſe 
Reaſons, and to make the good Father, at leaſt, 


conſiſtent with Himſelf, before you lay claim 


to his Authority for your ſide of rhe Queſtion. 
However, I am perſuaded, that, as Biſhop Bull 
is very right in determining that Trenæus could 
not mean to aſcribe any degree of Ignorance to 
the Az, or divine Nature, of Chriſt; fo, 
you are right ſo far, in the other Point, that 
Irenæus is to be underſtood of the A325, in 
what He ſays. And now the Queſtion will be, 


whether He really aſcribes [gnorance to Him, 


or only ſeems to do ſo, to an unattentive 
Reader. | Th 
Jreuæues Words, I conceive, will moſt na- 
turally bear this following Interpretation, or 
Paraphraſe. If any one inquires on what 
Account the Father who communicates in 


* Si quis exquirat cauſim, propter quam in omnibus Pater com- 


municans Filio, ſolus ſcite & Horam & Diem a Domino mani- 


feſtatus eſt; neque aptabilem magis, neque decentiorem, nec line 
periculo alteram quam hanc inveniat, in præſenti, (quoniam enim 
Solus Verax Magiſter eſt Dominus) ut diſcamus per Ipſum ſuper 
omnia eſſe Patrem. Etenim Pater, ait, Major me eſt. Et ſecundum 
Agnitionem itaque præpoſitus eſſe Pater annuntiatus eſt a Domino 
noſtro; ad hoc, ut & nos, in quantum in figura hujus mundi ſu- 
mus, perfectam ſcientiam, & tales quæſtiones concedamus Deo: 
& ne forte quærentes c. Iren, I. 2. c. 28. p. 158, 159. 
He had ſaid before. 

Dominus, ipſe Filius Dei, ipſum Judicii Diem & Horam 77 
| ; 66 
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« all Things with the Son, (and conſequently 
i all Knowledge, and particularly in that 
« of the Day of Judgment ) is yet here /et 
forth as the only Perſon knowing that Day 
and Hour; He cannot. ſo far as I at preſent 
« apprehend, find any fitter or more decent, 
or indeed any other fafe Anſwer than this 
« (conſidering that our Lord is a Teacher of 
Truth, and muſt mean ſomething by it) that 
« jt was to inſtruct us, as from Himſelf, that 
the Father is above all, according to what 
He ſays elſewhere, for the Father is greater 
than J. And therefore the Father is declared 
to have the Priority and Preference in reſſ 
of Knowledge, by our Lord Himſelf, for an 


Example to us; that we allo, while we live 


and converſe here below, may learn to refer 
the Perfection of Knowledge, and all intricate 
** Queſtions to God. i 

The deſign of Irenæus was to check the vain 
Preſumption, and Arrogance of the Gaaſticts, 
pretending to ſearch into the deep Things of 
God. And the Argument He had us'd was this; 
that our Lord Himſelf was pleas'd to refer the 
knowledge of the Day of Judgment to rhe Fa- 
ther only; as it were on purpoſe to Teach us, 
that while we converſe here below, it becomes 


ceſlit ſcire ſolum Patrem, manifeſte dicens: de Die autem illo & 
Hora nemo ſcit, neque Filius, niſs Pater ſolus. Si igitur ſcientiam 
diet illius, Filius non erubuit referre ad Patrem, fed dixit quod 
verum eſt; neque nos erubeſcamus, quæ ſunt in quæſtionibus 
majora ſecundum nos, reſervare Deo, p. 158. | | 


us 
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as not to pretend to high Things; but to leave 


the deep Things of God, to God alone. This 
is his Argument, and a very good one it is. 
But the good Father apprehending that what 
He had ſaid of our bleſſed Saviour, might be 
liable to Exception, and be miſunderſtood; 
comes aſterwards to explain his Senſe more at 
large. He is ſenſible of the danger of aſcribing 


any thing like Ignorancè to our bleſſed Lord, 


on one hand; and as ſenſible of the danger of 
contradicting the Text on, the other. Quoniam 
enim Solus Verax Magiſter eſt Dominus, in 
as much as what Chriſt has ſaid muſt be true; 
in ſome Senſe or other. Dr. Clarke flipp'd over 
theſe Words in his Tranſlation of (the Paſſage, 
I ſuppoſe by inadvertency: But they may ſerve 
to give light to the reſt. For the difficulty lay 
here: How can it be true that the Father com- 
municates in all Things, and conſequently in 
the knowledge of the Day of Judgment, to the 


Son; and yet our Saviour fay true, in a/cr:6- 


ing that particular knowledge to the Father on- 
ly? His anſwer is, that we are thereby taught 
to refer every thing ro the Father, as the Ori- 


ginal of all Things. To Him Knowledge ought 


to be principally, and in the firſt place, aſcrib- 


ed: Our Saviour therefore Himſelf yields to 


Him the preference, as became Him, eſpeci- 
ally here on Earth: not as if He knew leſs, 
but becauſe what He knew, He knew by Com- 
munication from the Father; to whom there- 
tore He refers ſuch ſecrets as it was not pro- 


Pet 


after. 
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per to reveal, nor fit for Men to enquire 


That this is all that TJrenæus meant, may 
reaſonably be thought; not only becauſe other- 
wiſe it would be utterly inconſiſtent with many 
other parts of his Writings, as has been before 
oblerved: but alſo, becaute ſeveral Expreſſions, 
in this very Paſſage, lead to ir. Had He really 
believed the divine A4y@-, or Word, to be 
literally Ignorant; why ſhould He be ſo ap- 
prehenſive of the difficulty of thoſe Texts? 
Why ſo concern'd about the fitneſs, and de- 
cency of his Interpretation; and that it might 
be ne periculo? The danger was, in inter- 
preting ſeemingly againſt the Text, to find a 
Salvo for the Son's Omniſcience. For this rea- 


ſon, He does not ask, why the Father only 


knew (not, cur Pater ſolus ſctvit) but why, 
or on what Account ( /o/us ſcire manifeſtatus 
%) He was repreſented as alone knowing; 
or, He only was /a:d to know. He does not 
lay, as the Doctor's Tranſlation inſinuates, that 
the Father is more 4nowrng than the Son; but 


prepoſitys only; which ſignifies ſet before, 


baving the Preference, or the like; which 


may be conceived, tho' He be equally know- 
ing: and, for the greater Caution, it is not 
{aid - abſolutely, prapoſitus eſt ; but præpoſitus 
e annuntiatus eſt: He is declared to have 
the Preference: So that the Queſtion, with 
Irenæus, is not why the Father is Superior 
in knowledge; but why, ſince Father and Son 

5 | are 
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are equally knowing, our Saviour makes ſuch a 
Declaration as gave the Preference to the Father, 
And the Reaſons which He aſhgns, are very 
much to the purpoſe. | 

1. To inſtract us, that the Father is the 
Fountain and Original, even of the Son Him. 
ſelf. N 
2. Becauſe, in his then preſent State of Con. 
deſcenſion, it became Him to refer all to the 
Father. | 

3. Becauſe it may be an uſeful Example of 
Humility and Modeſty to us, that we, much 
rather, while we are here below, may not pre- 
rend to high Things. | 

Upon the whole; it may appear, that IJre- 
n2e1s's Solution of the difficulty is the very ſame 


with that which the * Doctor quotes from St. 


Baſil, who had learned it from a Child: 
Namely, this, That our Lord meant to aſcribe 
to the Father, the Firſt, (i. e. the primary, 
original) Knowledge of Things Preſent, and 


Future; and to declare to the World, that 


He is in all Things the firſt Cauſe. As the 
Son is God of God, and Light of Light ; ſo 
it is proper to ſay, Omuiſcience of Omniſct- 
ence, &c. The Attributes being derivative, in 
the ſame Senſe, as the Eſſence is: Which is St. 
Baſil's meaning; and, I think, renzns's. 

This Defence may be fairly and juſtly made 
for Irenæus, ſuppoſing that what he ſaid, was 
meant of the Abe, or divine Nature, as ſuch: 


& Script. Doctr. p. 147; 148. 
c To 


+ Reply to Mr. Nelſon's Friend, p. 171. 
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To which Opinion I incline. Nevertheleſs, I 
ſhould not affect to be dogmatical in That 
Point, ſince learned and judicious Men have 
been of both Sides of rhe Queſtion. Petavius 
* oblerves, thar the Senſe is ambiguous; and 
that there are not certain grounds to determine 
us either way. If he underſtood it of the Hu- 
man Nature only ; then the difficulty is no- 


thing: if of Both, I have ſhown how fair an 


Account may be given of it. Having thus got 
over Irenzus, I have at once taken from you 
all your Ante-Nicene Writers. You will ob- 
ſerve, that the Texts mighr be underſtood of 
the A/ , or divine Nature, as Baſil under- 
ſtands them, in the place above cited; and yet 
that They, who ſo underſtood them, might be 
far from thinking that the Ac% &. or Word, 
was ever ignorant of any Thing. f Dr. Clarke, 
to do him Juſtice, is, in the main, ſo very fair 
and reaſonable in his Account of thoſe two 
Texts, that we have no occaſion at all ro dif- 
fer with Him. I wiſh, as you have in moſt 
other Matters, ſo you had here alſo copied 
atter Him. : 

I will not leave this Article, without giving 
you a Specimen of the Senſe of the Ante- 
Nicene Writers, in regard to the Son's Omni- 
ſcience; that you may have a better Opinion 


x Irenzus, libro Secundo Capite 29, ambigue loquitur; ut ne- 
ſcias Inſcitiam illius Diei Chriſto, ſaltem qua eſt Homo, tribuat, 
an non ac poſſit ad utramque deflecti ſententiam. 


of 


22. oOινj,ñu , aiv o2av, ue Gxuwy, ww; 7) 


mo ADEFENSE Qu. VI 


of thoſe good and great Men. We may begin 


with Ignatius. © There is nothing hid from 
the Lord: But our very fecret Things are 
e nigh unto Him. Let us therefore do all 
Things, as having Him dwelling in us; that 
*« we may be His Temples, and He our God 
a 1 | 

I proceed to Clement of Alexandria, Who 


fays thus: b The Son of God never goes off 


«© from his Watch-Tower: never parted, ne- 
ver ſeparated, nor moving from Place to 
Place; but is always every-where, and con- 
*« tained no-Wliere: all Mind, all Light, all 
„Eye of his Father, beholding all Things, 
hearing all Things, knowing all Things. 

© In another Place. Ignorance (in any de. 


* gree) cannot affect God, Him that was the 


« Father's Counſellor before the Foundation of 
„the World. 

d Origen is pretty large upon the very Texts 
whereof we have been ſpeaking. He gives ſe- 
veral Interpretations: but it is obſeryable, that 


He ſtudiouſſy endeavors to find ſome Solu- 


2 Ob ab- a Ty Kogler; KARE 204 TH r 1/1-@y HOP ad 
. Ignat. Ep. ad Epheſ. c. 15. p. 17. Ox, Ed. That Kugur is 
meant of Chrift, is very highly probable from the uſe of the Mord 
in this Author, and from the Context. 

b Os Jg I ist a c mere The airy νεν,,õ is TS Off & with 

-, cor ante ee, & fu cl ix Timy eis viν, A 
„ mT, aul fund HR pr, i. v3;, 10 Gay largges 


Clem. Alex. Strom. I. 2. c. 2. p. 831 See alſo p. 113. 611. 832. 
c Aso * X ANU Ts Org, 18 T9 r* e 22 
c πννi.w 75 Nees. p. 83 2. 
d Hom, 30. in Matt. | 
tion, 
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tion, Which may acquit the Ace from the 
Imputation of being literally Ignoraut of the 
Day of Judgment. What Origen's Opinion 
was of Chriſt's Omniſcience, you may allo fee 
*ellewhcre. To confirm what hath been faid, 
one general Remark Pl leave with you. 

The Sabellian Controverſy began early, and 
laſted long in the Church. The Diſpute was, 
whether Farher and Son were one and the ſame 
Hypoſtaſis, or Perſon. Had the Catholicks in- 
rerpreted theſe two Texts as you pretend They 
did, there could not have been any Thing 
more deciſive againſt the Sabellians. Ter- 
tullian, you know, encounter'd rhem in a 
pretty large Book, his Book againſt Praxeas; 
Hippolytus entered the Liſts againſt Noetus; 
and his Book is till extant; Euſebius's famed 
Piece, againſt Marcellus, is to the fame pur- 
port; Several Fragments beſides, of other Au- 
thors, remain. Pleaſe to look Them over; and 
ice if f you can find any one of Them combat- 
ing the Habelliaus with theſe Texts: And if you 
cannot; either be content to own, that it was 
a very ſtrange and unaccountable Omiſſion in 
thoſe Writers; or elſe that they had quite other 
Notions of Things, than you have hitherto 
42 * — 3 OT . | 


the Affirmative; blaming thoſe who, under pretence of magnifying the 
Father, preſumed to deny it. The Paſſage is rather too long to be 
here inſerted. | | 

+ Tertuſſian indeed cites the Text, in paſſing; not drawing am 
ſuch Argument, ar I mean, from it. What Hz meant will be ſhown 
hereafter, under Query 26th, | | 


imagined. 
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imagined. The Arians you find afterwards, 
perpetually almoſt, teazing the Catholicks with 
thoſe Texts: Strange they ſhould never have 
been inſiſted on againſt rhe Sabelliaus, being 
ſo full to the purpoſe; eſpecially if, as you 
ſuppoſe, the Ante-Nicene Writers were them. 
ſelves of that Perſwaſion, which was afterwards 
called Arian. It is evident that the Sabelliaus 
muſt have underſtood the Texts, if they are to 
be taken literally, of the Man Chriſt Feſus 
only. Otherwiſe rhere had been a manifeſt re- 
pugnancy, in the Words. not the Son, but the 
Father; ſince they ſuppoſed Father and Son 
one and the fame Hypoſtaſts. It is as plain, 
that they muſt have thought that the Catholicks 
eed with them in that Expoſition ; other- 
wiſe they would have charged them, not only 
with Tritheiſin, but with the denial of the 
Son's eſſential Divinity, It does not appear 
that thoſe Texts ever came into Controverſy 
betwixt Them; or were ever urged by the 
Catholicks ; ſo that Both ſeem to have agreed 
in the ſame Interpretation. So much for the 
Point of Omnz/cience. 

I come next to conſider what you have to 
object to my Argument for the Son's Eternity. 
I had put ir upon this; that it is deſcribed in 
the ſame Phraſes, with God the Father's ; which, 
one would think, ſhould be high enough. You 
tell me that the ors Metaphyſical Eternity 
is no where expreſly revealed What the fine 
word, Metaphyſical, ſignifies here, I e 
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If his Eternity is revealed, it is enough for me. 
That I underſtand to be revealed, in theſe two 
Texts, Rev. I. 17.— 22, 13. I am the firſt, 
and I am the laſt. I am Alpha and Omega, 
the Beginning and the End. That thele, and 
the like Phraſes reſpect Duration, appears from 
I/a. 43. 10. compared with 1/4. 44. 6. In the 
latter, the Words are; I am the firſt, and I 
am the laſt, and beſides me there is no God. 
The former, expreſſing the ſame Thought, runs 
thus: Before me was there no God formed, 
neither ſhall there be after. me. The Phraſe 
of A and Q. Firſt and Laſt, is, in like manner, 
explained Rev. 1.8. I am Alpha and Omega, 
the Beginning and the Ending, faith the Lord, 
which is, and which was, and which ig to 
come. The Phraſe then reſpects Duration; 
and it is applied to our bleſſed Saviour, as hath 
been ſhown ; Rev. 1. 17. --- 22. 13. Therefore 
there was no God before Him: Therefore He is, 
in the ſtricteſt Senſe, Eternal. You ſay, the 
Objeftor hath not brought one Text of Scri- 
pture that at all proveth it. I did not pro- 
duce all the Texts proper upon that Head: I 
deſign d Brevity, Beſides, J had a mind to re- 
move the Cauſe, from Criticiſm upon Words, tg 
one plain and affecting Argument: viz. That 
the Proof the Sox's Eternity ſtands upon the 
ſame Foot, in Scripture, with the Proof of the 
Father's ; and is expreſs'd in as ſtrong Words. 
And for this, I appeal, as to the Texts above 
cited, ſo alſo to Prov. 8. 22, &c. which you 

5 1 allow 
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allow to be ſpoken of the Meſſias. The ori. 
ginal Word, which we tranſlate, from Ever. 
laſting, is the very fame with what we meet 
with in P/a/. 90. 2. where allo we find a pa 
rallel Deſcription of Eternity, applied to the 
one God. Sec allo Pal. 93.2. I allow your 
Obſervation, that the Hebrew word may, and 
ſometimes does, ſignify a limited, as well as 
it does, at other times, an unlimited Duration. 
And therefore I do not lay all the ſtreſs of my 
Argument upon the critical meaning of the 
Word; but upon That, and other Circum- 
ſtances taken together: particularly this Cir- 

cumſtance ; cher Eternity of the Father is 
deſcribed in the ſame Manner, and in the ſame 
Phraſes, with the other; as by * Comparing 
Pſ/al. 90. 2. with Prov. 8. 22, Sc. and Rev. 
1. 8, with Rev. 22. 13. may fully appear. 
do not argue from a ſingle Phraſe, or the par- 
ticular force of it; but from /everal; and ches 
equally applied to Both: as it were on purpoſe 
to intimate, that though theſe Phraſes /ingh 
might bear a limited Senſe; yet conſidering that 
God had made choice of them as moſt figni- 
ficant to expreſs his own Duration; and again 
made choice of the very ſame, out of many 


: | | The Lord poſſe/s'd me in the le- 
Before the Mountains were | ginning of his way, before his Wark 
brought forth, or ever thou hadſt | of old. I was ſet up from everlaſ- 
formed the Earth and the World: | ing, frem the beginning, or tw! 
even from everlaſting , Thou art | the Earth was — —— Before tht 
God, Plal, go. 2, Mountains were ſettled y before tht 
„% fqn. Hills, was I brought. forth, Proi. 
| J8. 22, &c. 


others, 
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others, to expreſs his Sons Duration too, we 
might from thence be taught to believe that 

the Son is Co-eternal with Him. 
| You are ſenſible of the Objection lying a- 
gainſt you; namely, that there's no certain 
Proof, according to your way of reaſoning, of 
the Eternity of the Father, in the Old Teſta- 
ment: And ſo reſolute you are in this Matter, 
that, rather than admit the Son to be eternal 
too, you are content to leave us in the Dark, 
ſo. far as the Old Teſtament goes, about the 
other. But, for a Salvo to the Father's Eter- 
nity, you obſerve, that it is emphatically ex- 
preſs'd in the New Teſtament (Rom. 1. 20.) 
forgetting that the word Aids occurs but * once 
more, in the New Teſtament; and then ſignifies 
eternal in a limited Senſe only, or a parte poſt, 
as the Schools ſpeak. Well then, for any thing 
[ ſee to the contrary, we muſt contentedly go 
away, without any Scripture Proof of the Eter- 
nity of the Father; for fear it ſhould oblige us 
to take in the Sor's allo. And this, indeed, is 
what you are before-hand apprehenſive of, and 
prepared for; and therefore it is that you tell 
us, that there appears no neceſſity at all, that 
the Attribute of Eternity ſhould be diſtinctiy 
revealed with reſpect to the Father; whoſe 
Eternity our reaſon infallibly aſſures us of, 
p. 50.) Infallibly aſſures: So you fay ; and, 1 
belieye, in my own way, I might be able to 
maintain your Aſſertion. But I profeſs to you, 
* Jude v. 6. | WM. = | 
1 2 that 
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that I do not, at preſent, apprehend, how, ap. 
on your Principles, you will be able to make 
any compleat Demonſtration of it. It would 
be ridiculous to talk of proving from Reaſon 
only, without Revelation, that the Perſon 
whom we call the Father, the God of Fews 
and Chriſtians, is the Eternal God. I will 
therefore preſume that you mean, by Reaſon, 
Reaſon and Revelation Both together; and if 
you effectually prove your Point from Both, it 
ſhall ſuffice. You can demonſtrate that there 
muſt be ſome eternal God, in the metaphyſical 
Senſe, as you call it, of theſe Words: But ſince 
the Father, the God of Jews and Chriſtians, 
has not declared, either that He is Eternal, or 
God, in the metaphyſical Senſe ; it does not ap- 
E how He is at all concern'd in it. He has 
aid, indeed, that there is 20 God beſides Him; 
but as He did not mean it in the metaphyſical 
Senſe, there may be Another, in that Senſe, 
beſides Him, notwithſtanding: Nay, it is cer- 
tain there are and have been other Gods; even 
in the /ame Senſe: For Moſes was a God un- 
to Pharaoh; and Chriſt is God; and therefore 
this cannot be /zzerally true. It can only mean, 
that He is emphatically God, in ſome reſpect or 
other ; perhaps as being God, of our Syſtem; 
or God of the Fews and Chriſtiaus, his pecu- 
lium. It is true, He has called Himſelf 7eh- 
vah ; which if it ſignified neceſſary. exiſtence 
and independence, it would be an irrefragable 
Proof of his being the eternal God. But it 

unfor- 
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unfortunately happens that Jehovah ſignifies 
no more than a Perſon of Honour and Integrity, 
who is true to his Word, and performs his 
Promiſes (p. 19.) He has farther declared Him- 
ſelf to be Creator of the World: But this ex- 
erciſe of creating, being finite, does not ne- 
ceſſarily infer an infinite Subject, (p. 48.) 
Beſides that this Office and Character, relative 
to us, pre-ſuppoſes not, nor 1s at all more 
perfect for, the eternal paſt Duration of his 
Being, (See p. 50.) What ſhall I think of 
next? I muſt ingenuoufly own, I am ut- 
terly non-pluſs'd ; and therefore muſt deſire 
you, whenever you favor me with a reply, 
ro make out your Demonſtration. But let us 
proceed. | | 

Having given us a Reaſon, why it was not 
neceſſary that the ſappoſed Eternity of the Fa- 
ther ſhould be revealed, you go on to acquaint 
us, why it was not needtul to declare the /#p- 
poſed Eternity of the Son. And here you give 
either two Reaſons, or one; I hardly know 
whether. Hzs Office and Character, you ay, 
relative to us, does not pre-ſuppoſe it. Tknow 
that very wiſe and judicious Men have thought, 
that it does pre-ſuppoſe it. Biſhop Bull, for 
inſtance, has ſpoke admirably well upon that 
Head. But the Paſſage being roo long to tran- 
(cribe, I ſhall only refer to it *. How you come 
to take for granted a Thing which you know 
nothing of, and which it is impoſſible either for 

* Judic, Eccle. p. 12. : ak ITY 
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You, or any Man elſe to prove, I know not. 
It is very manifeſt that, unleſs you have a full 
Idea of the whole Work of Redemption, and 
can tell as well what belongs to a Redeemer, 
and a Judge of the whole Univerſe, as you can 
what belongs to a Rector of a Pariſh, you can 
paſs no certain Judgement. No Man can cer- 
tainly define the utmoſt of what was necdful 
in the Caſe; becauſe no. Man can dive into the 
utmoſt depth of it. There may be more then 
You, or I, or perhaps - Angels, can fee, in 
that myſterious Diſpenſation; and therefore it 
is the height of Preſumption to pronounce, that 
any Power, leſs than Infinite, might be equal to 
Il do not ſay that the Argument for Chriſt's 
Ziiuity drawn from the greatneſs of the Work 
of Redemption, and the Honours conſequent 
upon it, amounts to a perfect Demonſtration ; 
But this I fay, and am very clear in what I fay, 
that it is much ſurer arguing for the Affirma- 
tive, from what we know; than for the Ne- 
gative, from what we know not. It is poſſi- 
ble our Proof may not be ſufficient : But it is, 
a priori, impoſſible that your's ſhould. Whe- 
ther we can maintain our Point, may perhaps 
be a Queſtion: but it is out of all Queſtion, 
that you cannot maintain your's, 

Having anfwer'd. this your firſt Reaſon, why 
it was not neceſſary to reveal the Son's Eter- 
nity, I proceed to the remaining Words; which 
if I perfectly underſtood, I might know whe- 
ther they are a diſtin Reaſon, or only an Ap- 

1 pendage 
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pendage to the former. They are theſe: Nor 
it (Chriſt's Office and Character) at all more 


perfect for the eternal paſi Duration of his 


Being, (p. 50.) I have been conſidering why 
that word, Paſt, was inſerted, and what it can 
mean, in that place. It ſeems to be oppoſed 
either to preſent, or elſe to, to come, tacitely 
underſtood. At firſt, I thought thus: That it 
might be put in to prevent our Imagining that 
Chriſt's Office might not be at all more perfect 
for the eternal Duration of his Being, 70 come. 
But confidering again, that if He does but con- 
tinue till the Office is compleated and perfected, 
it is all one, in reſpect of that Office, whether 
his Duration hold longer or no; I thought, That 
could not be rhe meaning. Reflecting again, 


| I conceived that. Paſt, might poſſibly have 


relation to the Office conſider'd as preſent, or 
commencing at ſuch a Time; ſuppoſe Six Thou- 
ſand Years ago: And you might think; what 
could it ſignify to date his Being Higher? If 
He did but exiſt, ſoon enough for the Office, it 
is ſufficient. All the Time run out before, is 
of no Conſideration; having no Relation to 
an Office which was to commence after, and 
would ſtill be but the Self. ſame Temporal Of- 
fice, commencing at ſuch a Time. If I have 
hit your Thought at length, I aſſure you, it has 
coſt Me ſome Pains; and I wiſh you would ex- 

preſs your ſelf more clearly hereafter. 
Now then, let us apply this Manner of Rea- 
ſoning to another Purpoſe : By parity of Reaſon 
* | we 
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we may argue, that the Office of God the Fa. 


ther, commencing at the Creation; I ſay, the 
Office of Suſtaining, Preſerving, and Govern. 
ing the World, has no Relation to the Time 
paſt, being bur juſt what it is, whether a lon- 
ger or a ſhorter, or no Time at all be allowed 
for any prior Exiſtence; nor is it at all more 
perfect for the eternal paſt Duration of his Be- 
ing. But does not this Argument ſuppoſe that 
the Office is ſuch as may be diſcharged by a 
finite Creature, or one that began in Time? 
Certainly. And is not that the very Thing in 
Queſtion in this, and in the other Caſe too ? 
Undoubtedly. How then comes it to be taken 
for granted? Beſides; is not a Perſon of un- 
limited, that is, eternal Powers and Perfections, 
more capable of diſcharging an Office, than any 
Creature? Well then, by neceſſary Conle- 
quence, the paſt Duration of the Perſon is of 
great Moment in the Caſe ; and the Office muſt 
be thought as much more perfect, for the eter- 
nal paſt Duration of his Being as God's Per- 
fections excel thoſe of his Creatures; and that 
111111 ᷣĩͤ ont, 
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W hether Eternity does not imply neceſfary 
Exiſtence of the Son; which is mconſiſtent 


with the Doctor Scheme? And whether 


the Doctor hath not made an eluſive, Equi- 
vocating Anſwer to the Objection, ſince 
the Son may be a neceſſary Emanation from 
the Father, by the Will and Power of the 
Father, without any Contradictiou? Will 
is One Thing. and en W another. 


0 the former part of the Query you 
anſwer, that ſmple and abſolute Eter- 
vity is the ſame with Neceſſary, or Self. exi- 
ſtence ; which is no where ſupposd of the 
Jon, by Dr. Clarke. Here are ſeveral Mi- 
ſtakes: For, firſt, the Idea of ſimple Eternity 
is not the ſame with that of Neceſſary - ex- 
iſtence. Nor, ſecondly, is it the ſame with 


both Neceſſary - exiſtence and Self. exiſtence," 
ſuppoſing it were the ſame with the former; 


becauſe theſe two are not the ſame. The 1dea 
of Eternity is neither more nor leſs than 
Duration without beginning, and without 


end. Some have ſuppoſed it poſſible for 
God to have created the World from all Eter- 


nity ; and they uſe this Argument for it; that 
whatever He could once do, He could akways 
do. Not that I think there is much weight in 


1 Rep, 5. 227. 
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the Argument; but it is ſufficient to ſhow, that 
the Ideas are diſtinct; and that, tho' Eter. 
nity may, in ſound Reaſoning, infer or imply 
Neceſſary-exiſteuce, as is intimated in the 
Query; yet the Ideas are not the ſame: For if 


they were; it would be Nonſenſe to talk of one 


inferring or implying the other. Then for the 
ſecond Point; it is very manifeſt that the Idea, 
of Neceſſary exiſtence, and Self-exiſtence (how- 


ever they may be imagined with, or without 


Reaſon, to imply each other) are not the fame 
Ideas. Ariſtotle, and the later Platoniſts 
ſuppoſed the World and all rhe inferior Gods 
(as Plato and the Pythagoreans, ſome Supra- 
mundane Deities) to proceed, by way of 
Emanation, without any Temporary Produ- 
ction, from a Superior Cauſe: That is, they 


believed them to be Neceſſary, but not Self 


exiſtent. Something like this has been con- 
ſtantly believed by the Chriſtian Church, in re- 
ſpect of the A5y@>»: Which ſhows, at leaſt, 
that the Ideas are different; and not only lo, 
but that, in the Opinion of a great part of Man- 
kind, they do not ſo much as infer and imply 
each other; one may be conceived without the 
other. However, that is not the Point I inſiſt 
on now. All that I affirm, at preſent, is, that 


the Ideas are diſtinct; and not the very ſame. 


After you had laboured to confound theſe 
Things together, you proceed to argue againſt 


the 


Qu. VIII. of ſome QUERIES. I23 


the Son's being eternal. But what is that to 
the Query? I ſuppoſed Dr. Clarke ( Reply, 
p.227.) to underſtand the word Eternal, as I, 
or any other Man ſhould; and objected the 
inconſiſtency of acknowledging the Eternity of 
the Son, and yet denying his Neceſſary ex- 
iſtence; which, Eternity, I thought, infer'd 
and implied. You admit my reaſoning to be juſt, 
if the Doctor meant the lame, by Eternal, as 
| do. But if He meant by Eternal, Tempo- 
rary, then my Argument fails; as moſt cer- 
rainly it muſt. But why are we thus impoſed 
on with ſo manifeſt an abuſe of Words ? What 
occaſion is there for putting the Epithets of 
ſanple, abſolute, or metaphyſical to the word 
Eternal; which every one, that knows Engliſh, 
underſtands better without? Unleſs you ſup- 
poſe that there is an unlimited, and a limited 
Eternity; which is, in reality, an Eternity, and 
no Eternity. Vou proceed to diſpute againſt the 
Eternity of the Son; which tho' it be ſomething 
foreign to the purport of the Query, yet being 
pertinent to the Cauſe in hand, | ſhall here con- 
ſider it. You argue that, if the Son be Eter- 
nal, He is Neceſarily- exiſting; which I al- 
low: and if Neceſſarily-exiſtiug, then Self- 
exiſtent ; which I* deny: and you cannot prove. 


AN wh TG, To Qs. ehe Udo, a αανοα dafeb vie, &; 50 
27 , 
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70 reg ald, Teumy 10 Ts aywyre. Alex. Ep. apud. Theod. I. 1. 
C 4. p- 17. This was ſaid in Oppoſition to the Arians, who were 
willing to confound the Idea of Eternity and of Neceſſary- exiſtence, with 
Self · exiſtence. The Learned Doctor cites this Paſſage, direttly againſ# 
1 Vou 
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Vou go on to a new Conſideration; which, 
put into Syllogiſm, ſtands thus. 

Whatever has a principium is not Eternal: 
The Son has a principium, the Father being 
Pprincipium Filiz —— Therefore, Sc. oy" 

The middle Term, principium, is equi vocal, 
and bears two Senſes; wherefore the Syllogiſin 
conſiſts of four Terms, If principium be un- 
derſtood in reſpect of Time, the Minor is 
not true: if it be taken in any other Senſe, 
the Mayor is not true: So that Both can- 
not be true. You might, in the ſame way, 
argue that the Sun's Light is not coeval with 
the Sun; nor Thought coeval with the Mind, 
fappoſing the Mind to think always. For, in both 
_ Caſes, a priucipium is admitted; but no Priority, 
in reſpect of Time. You add, that there is a 
reaſonable Senſe in which the Son may be {aid 
to be Eternal. I hope there is: But not your 
Senſe; which is juſt as reaſonable, as to lay ; 
an Angel is eternal, only becauſe you deter- 
mine not the Time when He came into Being. 
I ſhouſd think ir moſt reaſonable, to uſe Words, 
according to their obvious, and proper Signifi- 
cation; and not to fix new Ideas to old Words, 
without any warrant for it. In this way of 
going on with the abuſe of Words, we ſhall 
hardly have any left, full and expreſs enough 
Himſelf (Script. Doctr. p. 283) It was intended, and is diametri- 
cally oppoſite to the Doctors leading Princitle, or rather Fallacy, 
which runs thro” his Performance, viz, That the Son cannot be ſtrict- 
ly and eſſentially God, unleſs He be Self-exiſtent, or unoriginate in 
every Senſe, | 

to 


* See 2 E. Hiſt, l. 2. c. 19. p. $2, Theod, I, 1. C. 28. 
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to diſtinguiſh the Catholic Doctrine by. It 
was once ſufficient, before the riſe of Ariani ſin, 
to fay, the Son is God: But by a novel Senſe 
put upon it, the word (God) was made Am- 
biguous. To That were added truly, and 
really; to be more expreſſive: But the“ Arians 
found out a fenſe for theſe Terms too; and 
could gravely ſay, that the Son was truly, 
really God. God by Nature, one might think, 
is full and ſtrong enough : But you are ſtealing 
away the Senſe of that Expreſſion from us. 
We can add no more, but eternally and /ub- 


ſantially God; and yet, I perceive, unleſs we 


put in //mply, abſolutely, metaphyſically,- or 
the like, even theſe Words allo may loſe their 
Force and Significancy. But ro what purpole 
is all this? Might you not better ſay plainly, 


that the Son is not Eternal; not by Nature; 


nor truly God; in a word, not God? No, but 
Scripture reclaims ; and the whole Catholick 
Church reclaims ; and Chriſtian Ears would 
not bear it. So then, it ſeems, it is highly ne- 
ceſſary to ſpeak Orthodoxly, whatever we 
think; to ſtrip the words of their Senſe,” and 
to retain the Sound. But to proceed. 


As to the latter part of the Query, 1 am to 


expect no clear or diſtint Anſwer: Becauſe 
what ig meant by a neceſſary Emanation by 
the Will of the Father, you underſiand not ; 


nor what again by the difference of Will, and 


Arbitrary Mill, p. 52. Had you but retain d 


. 


1 


| 
| 
' 
| 
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in Mind, what you muſt have obſerved, when 
ou read the Antients, you could not have 
een at a loſs to apprehend my meaning. 
Vou may pleaſe to remember, that one of the 
principal Arguments made uſe of by the 
2 Arians,” againſt the Catholicks, was this: 

b Either the Father begat the Son with his 
Conſent and Will; or againſt his Will and Con- 
ſent: If the former, then that Act of the 
Will was Antecedent to the Son's - Exiſtence; 
and therefore He was not Eternal: The lat. 
ter, was plainly too abſurd for any Chriſtian 
to own. PONY 

The Catholicks took two ways of anſwering 
the Dilemma. One, which was the beſt and 
fafeſt, was, by © retorting upon the Arians, 
the Dilemma, thus: Was God the Father, God, 
with, or againſt his Will ? By this ſhort Que- 
ſtion, That ſo famous Objection of the Arzans, 
was 0 effectually ſilenc d. 


a See Athanaſ. Orat. Contr. Arian. 2, 3, 4. Hilary, p. 1184. 

Greg. Nyſſ. p. 625. Petav. de Trin. p. 128. 
b Interrogant (Arian) utrum Pater Filium Volens an Nolens ge- 
nuerit; ut ſi reſponſum fuerit quod Volens genuerit, dicant, prior 
eſt ergo Voluntas Patris; quod autem Nolens genuerit, quis poteſt 
.dicere? Auguſt, Contr. Serm. Arian. I. 1. p. 626. Bened. Ed. 
c Athanaſ. Orat, 3. p. 611. Bened Ed. Greg. Nazianz. Orat. 
35. p- 565. Auguſt. de Trin. I. 15. c. 80. p. 994. 

d Viciſſim quæſivit ab eo, utrum Deus Pater, Volens an Nolens, 
ſit Deus: ut ſi reſponderet, Nolens, ſequeretur illa miſeria quam de 
Deo credere magna inſania eſt; fi autem diceret, Volens, reſponde- 
retur ei, ergo & Tp/e Deus eſt, ſua Voluntate, non Natura. Quid 
ergo reſtabat, niſi ut obmuteſceret, & ſua interrogatione obliga- 
tum inſolubili vinculo ſe videret. Auguſt. ibid. Re 


= | But 
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But beſides this Anſwer, they had alſo ano- 
ther. They admitted that th Generation of 
the Son was with the Mill and Confent of his 
Father; in the fame Senſe that He is wiſe, 
good, juſt, Sc. neceſſarily, and yer not againſt 
his Will. Some thovght it reaſonable to fay, 
that the Father might erernally will the Gene- 
ration of the Son, and that He could not but 
will fo, as being eternally Good. See Peta. 
vins. This way of reaſoning * Biſhop Bull 
| mentions, hardly approving it: And one would 
{ almoſt think that © Dr. Clarke was once ins 
clinable ro ſubſcribe to it, underſtanding 'eter 
nal, as we do. But He thought fit "afrerwards 
to explain Himſelf off, into another meani 
There was another Notion which © fome of th 
primitive Writers had ; Namely, this: That 
ſince the Will of God is God Himſelf, as much 
as the Wiſdom, &c. of God, is God Himſelf; 
whatever is the fruit and product of God, is 
the fruit and product of his Will, Wildom, 
Sc. and fo, the Son, being the perfect Image 
of the Father, is Subſtance of St beance, WS: Wil 
| dom of Wiſdom, Will of 22 as He is Light 

V Light, and God of God: which is St. Au- 
ftin's Doctrine, in the * Place cited in the 
Margin. 


a Pag. 597, 592. b D. F. N. p. 212. 
Script. Doctr. p- 280. &. Reply, p. 113. Paper given in to the 
Biſhops. d Clarke's Lett. N, 8. 
e See the Teſtimonies collected by Cotelerius, in his Notes upon the 
Recognitions of Clem. p. 492. and by Petavius, I. 6. c. 8. 1.9. c. 12. 
See eſpecially, Athanaſ. Qrat 3. p. 613. Bened. Ed. Epiphan. 
| Haxeſe 74. p. 895 f De De Trin. I. 15. c.8. 
By 
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By this time, I preſume; you may underſtand 
what I meant by the latter part of the Query. 
There is a ſober, Catholick Senſe, in which 
the Son may be acknowledged to be by, or 
| from, the Will of the Father; and yet may be 
i a neceſſary Emanation allo. And therefore 
| Dr. Clarke did nor do well in oppoſing thoſe 
two, one to the other ; as if they were incon- 
ſiſtent: Eſpecially conſidering that He produces 
ſeveral Authorities to prove the Generation to 
be by a * Power of Will, in oppoſition to 
4 Neceſſity of Nature, from Writers who al. 
Wh ſerted Both; and denied only ſuch a ſuppoſed 
4 neceſſity as might be againſt, and a force upon 
the Father's Will. This is manifeſt of his Cita- 
tions from the + Council of Sirmium, Marins, 
Victorinus. Baſil, J. and Gregory Nyſen ; and 
hath been clearly ſhown by his Learned # Au- 
tagoniſt. The Sum of all is, that the Genera- 
tion of the Son may be, by Neceſſity of Na. 
ture, without excluding the Concurrence or 
Approbation of the Will. And therefore Will, 
x (i. e. conſent, approbation, acquieſcence ) is 
= one Thing; and Arbitrary Will. (that is, free 
\-'F Choice of what might otherwiſe not be) is 
Another. You endeavor to prove, that the Son 
derives his Being from the Will of the Father, 
in this latter Senſe; which is the ſame thing with 
the making Him a Creature. You recite ſome 


| Script. Doctr. p. 281. c. 
'+ Script. Doctr. p. 185, 186. 
I True Script. Dodr. continued, p. 119, Sc. 


Scraps 
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4 Scraps of Quotations, as collected by Dr. 
, BK Clarke and Dr. Whitby, in your Notes (. 51.) 
b Not one of the Citations is to your Purpoſe, or 
r comes up to your Point. For inſtance ; 1gna- 
6 tius fays, * Chriſt is the Son of God, accord- 
e BB ing to the Will and Power of God. Sup- 


6 poſing this not to be meant of his f miracu- 
8 lous Conception, and Incarnation, (which the 
8 Context has been thought to favour, and 
0 which _ Pearſon inclined to, in his 
o Notes) yet fee how many ſeveril Interpreta- AM 
. | tions it may bear, beſides what you would fix 1 
q 1. The Fruit and Off ſpring of the Will and i 
6 Power, of God: ſignifying no more than God [ 
5 of God, in the Senſe intimated above. p.127., «+ - | 
d 2. By the eternal Will and Power of God, 1 
1 4” . . 51 11 
* in a Senſe likewiſe before intimated, and own d 1 
\. by ſome of the Poſt-Nzcene Writers. bl 
* "Anda; ome on rig; A nt be ole ur, 1% Ot x $:2npe wv 
* »94 Ine Org. — Ignat. Ep. ad Smyrn. c. 1. p. 1 | 
, + I can by no means think, that the Son is here called, is Ot, j 
: in reſpect of his Incarnation; which was really his Nativity au f 
10 mitn, to which this other is oppoſed, and which muſt therefore be A 
< underſtood of ſome higher Sonſhip. The Phraſe of xa, oxpues, has K: 
is been conflantly ſo interpreted by the Antients; Irenæus, Tertullian, fy 
| Origen, Novatian, the ==" g of Antioch in the Caſe of Paul of 
. Samoſata, Hippolytus, Euſebius, Lactantius, all explaining Chriſt's 
1. bring the Son of David according to the Fleſh, by his Birth of the 
* bleſſed Virgin; and the Phraſe nara oa3uu as oppoſed to a prior Son- 
h ſhip, in his divine Nature before the World was; in which reſpect 
* He was Son of God, before He became Son of Man. That Ignatius 


intended the ſame is highly probable, not to ſay evident, from his own 
Words, elſe where. Ile aid a De WW» Magneſ. c. 6. Ti 
75 Os, o; s avrs Av» νν . Thid, c. 8. KXerrs rd 1d Od. 
T# eu Ov de iss e TTipugrr, A Rom. c. 7. „ 
Ds K 3, With 
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3. With the Approbation, and Acquielcence 
of God, in the ſame Senſe that He is pleaſed 
with, and acquieſces in, his own Wiſdom, Good. 
neſs, and other Perfections. 

4. The paſſage may relate, not to the Son's 
Generation in the higheſt Senſe ; but to his 
Manifeſtation, or Coming forth, in order to 
create the World; which is a kind of * Flu. 
tion mention'd by Juſtin Martyr, Athe- 
nagoras, Theophilus, Tertullian, Tatian, 
Novatian, and Hippolytus, and ſuppoſed 
as voluntary a Thing, as the Incarnation aſter. 
wards; tho' the fame Authors aſſerted the Eter- 
nity and Conſubſtantiality of the xiy@y, or di 
vine Nature of Chriſt; of which - more here- 
after. 

From theſe four Particulars you may per- 
ceive, how little you can be able to prove from 
that Paſſage in Ignatiur. As to Fuſtin Martyr, 
I have already hinted, in what Senſe He made 
the Generation voluntary. But why you ſhould 
chuſe to do that good Father a double Injury, 
firſt in curtailing his Words, and next in milre- 
preſenting his Senſe, you can beſt Account. 
The whole Paſſage is this, literally tranſlated: 
** f Who, according to his (the Father's) good 


Clement of Alexandria ſeems to intend: the ſame (p. 654 bd. 
Ox.) expreſſing it by the word ae9123wr, And it is extremely pro- 
bable that Ignatius had the very ſame Thought, Alpe a. on 
c o TegirFwy, ad Magnel. cap. 8. "Eva Inc d e, 15 
g ivog rar eg ce, vc tig wh dn a. wer Ibid. 
cap. 7+ 

+ Toy x07 eu 707 ce 2 Oe, orne, "490 heTeg, 2 Ayers, On 
ven Th yIawy 472, p. 280, Sylb. Jeb. 370. __ 15 


Plea- 
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« Pleaſure, is God, being his Son; and an 
Angel too, as miniſtring to his Father's Will. 
The meaning is not, as you repreſent it, that 
Chriſt is God, by the Will of the Father (tho 
eyen that might bear a good Senſe according to 
what has been - obſerved above) but that it was 
the Father's good pleaſure that He thould not 
only be God. as He always was, being God's Son 
but thar He ſhould take upon Him beſides, the 
Office of an Angel. That He was God was a 
* xecefſary Thing, as He was God's Son, of 
the ſame nature with Him: but that He ſhould 
be Both; i. e. God and an Angel too; this 
was entirely owing to God's good Pleaſure. 
However, you have been ſomething civiller to 
this antient Father, than Dr. //hz:tby has been, 
in his modeſt Di ſquiſitions; who, to ſerve a 
bad Cauſe, uſes a worſe Art; f cuts the Quo- 
tation ſhort at q avr#; and then, to make his 
own Senſe out of that Paſſage, inſerts (Et) in 
his Tranſlation, rendring it thus: Qui ex vo- 
luntate Ipſius & Deus eſt, Et Filius; leaving 
our, Et Angelus, to which the former, Et, re- 


which is that of Novatian. Perſonæ autem Chriſti convenit ut & 
Deus fit, quia Dei Filius; & Angelus fit, quoniam paternz diſpo- 
irionis Adnunciator eſt. Novat. c. 26. | 0 
For, tho He was God, as being God's Son; and a Son ve - 
un, according to Juſtin, and other Writers before mention d; yet they 
lid not think that He was God, »474 88). But becauſe He came 
forth, as a Son, from the Father; and was not produc'd * cr IrTwy, 
4 all Creatures are) therefore He was God, having ever exiſted, 
'fore his Coming forth, in and with the Father, Hic ergo quando 
; prier voluit, proceſſit ex Patre: & Qui in Patre fuit, proceſſit ex 
pure, Novat. c. 26. | 2 
T Whitby's Diſqu. Modeſt. P. 32. 4 

| K 2 ferr'd. 
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ferr'd. Strange that any ſhould be ſo reſolutely 
eager to ungod their Saviour, as not to permit 
the cauſe to have a fair hearing. It were pious, 
at leaſt, to let the Reader know, what has, or 
what can be ſaid on the other ſide of the Que. 
ſtion; and to give it its due Weight and Force, 
This is reaſonable in any the moſt trifling Mat. 
ter, that can come before us: But certainly 
much more ſo, where His Honour is concern'd, 
whom All Men are commanded to Honour, 
even as They Honour the Father, Joh. 5. 23. 
For my own part, I declare once for all; I de. 
fire only to have Things fairly repreſented, as 
they really are; no Evidence ſmother'd, or 
ſtifled, on either Side. Let every Reader ſee 
plainly what may be zu/tly pleaded here, or 
there, and no more; and then let it be left to 
his impartial Judgement, after a full view 
of the Caſe : Miſquotation and Milrepre- 
ſentation will do a good Cauſe harm; and will 
not long be of Service to a bad one, But to 
return: The ſecond Citation which you bring 
from Juſtiu, you give ſuch an Account of, as 
muſt make one think, either that you never faw 
the Book you mention; or elſe but fee 
the Paſſage in the * Margin. Your words are; 
He hath all theſeTitles (before mention'd, vil. 


Exe efep rel y vc cee, i Ts TS UTWEeTEV TH aufg 
100 Berpuulk, di e Y ans Ts ve Feud νννjuñ . Dia. 
p. 183. Jeb. It is not from his being Begotten of the Father, that 
He hath all theſe Titles; but from that, and his Adminiſtring to hi: 
Father's Will, Both together, (not either ſingly) will account for al 
theſe Titles, © | 

| that 
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that of Son, Wiſdom, Angel, God, Lord, and 


| Word) from his being Begotten of the Father 


by bis Will; directly contrary to the whole 
Tenor of the Dialogue; and the very imme- 
diate Words preceding thoſe you cite. In your 
third Quotation, you are pleas'd, for the fake 
of Engliſh Readers, to miſtranſſate ae5eayo/@, 
produced, in ſtead of, coming forth, or proceed- 
ing. Your next Citation is from Clement of 
Alexandria : In which I find no fault but your 
referring to Strom. 5. inſtead of Strom. 7. and 
bringing a Paſſage not certainly pertinent to the 
Point in Queſtion. If you pleaſe to look into the 
Author Himſelf, you will find it. at leaſt, doubt- 
ful, whether He be ſpeaking of the Generation 
of the Son; or only ſhowing how He, by the 
Father's good Pleaſure, was at the Head of 
Aﬀairs, and adminiſtred his Father's Kingdom. 
Your next Author is f Tertullian, who is in- 
deed ſpeaking of the Generation, that is, Mani- 
feſtation, or Coming forth, of the Son: And 
here you render protulit, produced, meaning 
mto Being, or into a State of Exiſtence; 
which is not Tertullianu's Senſe, nor of any of 
the Fathers, who ſpeak of that Matter. Ter- 
lullian expreſly + excepts againſt it: So does 


Clem. Alex. Strom. 7. p. 8 33. Ox. Edit. "AmzyTuy F 4x3, 
Mul aue ves Targo,, ain. 6 1% v N vu, rg Up 
vs une, dhe, C - ae: & ap 9 , rin den Ti; 
vi wn d bine Alg ri dd lie Th; Taprg;. a d d- 
Atew! deu, &c. 

t Tunc cum Deus voluit, ipſum primum protulit Sermonem. 
Tertul. Contr. Prax. c. 6. | 

+ Cuntr, Prax. c. f. 
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2 Tatian, the next Author which you name 
And ſo likewiſe d Ata gra, and Hip- 
Polytus, whom you have not named: But I 
chuſe to mention Them, as being uſeful to 
explain the former. 4 Euſebius may reaſon- 
ably be interpreted by Thoſe that went before 
Him; or by the Emperor Conſtantime's Ex. 
plication of this matter, which ſhall be cited 
hereafter ; or by his own Account of the Hol 
undivided Trinity, before mention'd: If not; 
his Authority, againſt the Catholicks before and 
after Him, and againſt Himſelf, muſt appear of 
{mall Weight. The reſt of your Authorities 
I have already ſpoke to; and you may per- 
ceive, by this Time, I preſume, that none of 
them ſpeak home to the purpoſe for which 
they were cited. However, for the ſake of 
ſuch who, being little acquainted with theſe 
Matters, may be liable to be impoſed upon by 
a few ſpecious Pretences, I ſhall now go a lit- 
cle deeper into the Point before us; and endea- 
vor to fer it in a true Light. 

The Diſtinction of a threefold Generation 
of the Son, is well known among the Learned, 
and is thus explain'd. 

r. The firſt, and moſt proper Filiation, and 
Generation is his eternally exiſting in, and of 


a Tatian. Sect. 7. p. 20. Ox. Edit. 

b Legat. ScR. 10. p. 39. Ox. Edit. 

c Contr. Noet. Sect. 10. p. 13. Vol. 2. Ed. Fabric. 

d See True Script. Doctr. continued, p. 123. 

e Bull. D. F. p. 232, Brev. Animady. in Gil. Clerke P. 1054 
Fabric. or in N Vol. 1. P _ 


the 


Pas. — 
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che Father; The eternal AC % O, of the eternal 
Mind. In reſpect of this, chiefly, He is the 
only begotten, and a diſtinct Perſon from the 
Father. His other Generations were rather 
Condeſcenſions, firſt to Creatures in general, 
next to Men in particular. 

2. His /econd Generation was his Conde ſcen- 
ſion, Manifeſtation, coming forth, as it were, 
from the Father (tho' never ſeparated or divided 
from Him) to create the World: This was in 
Time, and a voluntary Thing; and in this re- 
ſpect properly, He may be thought to be ga- 
mm don xiiogs 3 Firſtborn of De 
Creature ; or before all Creatures. 

3. His 7h:rd Generation, or Filiation, was 
when He condeſcended to be born of a Virgin, 
and to become Man. Theſe Things I here ſup- 
poſe or premiſe only, for the more diſtinct Ap- 
prehenſion of what is to follow; not expecting 
to be believed farther than the Proofs can juſtify. 
We may now procced to ſpeak of the Doctrine 
of the Autieuts. | 

It is obſervable, that the Aute. Nicene Wri- 
ters are more ſparing, than Thoſe that came after, 
in ſpeaking of the 5ſt, the eternal Generation: 
Jparing, I mean, as to the Term, or Phraſe ; 


not as to the Thing it ſelf. The Eternity of 
the Word, or A/, and the Diſtinction of 


Perlons, they all held; together with the Con- 
ſubſtantiality, and Unity of Principle; which 
together are as much as can be meant by eter- 
nal Generation. | 
Tre- 


K 4 
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Irenæus is a * frequent and conſtant Aſſerter 
of the Eternity of the Word; but eternal Ge. 
neration we do not read in expreſs Terms. 
Yer we find what amounts to it, by neceſſary 
Implication. In one particular place, > He cen- 
ſures thoſe who pretended to aſcribe any be. 
ginning to the Nativiry of the Word; which is, 
in effect, aſſerting an eternal Pro/ation, or Ge- 
neration; for He makes theſe words © equi- 
valent. „„ TS. 
Origen, Commenting upon the Words of the 
ſecond Pſalm: Thou art my Son, this day have 
I begotten Thee; Procceds thus: d They are 
* ſpoken to Him by God, with whom it is 
% always To day: For, I conceive, there is no 
Evening nor Morning with Him; but the 
„Time co-extended, if I may fo ſpeak, with 
i his unbegotten and eternal Life is the 70 
Day in which the Son is begotten ; there 
being #0 beginning found of his Generation, 
any more than of the To Day. This is far- 

a Pag. 153. 163. 209. 253. Ed. Bened. We do not pretend ts 
argue merely from the force of the mord ſemper, or det, but from 


That and other Circumſtances: as when Inſe tus goes along with it; 
or the like, p. 153. And as Semper aderat generi humano, p. 209. 


'  mtimates that He was with Men, as ſoon as any Men exiſted ; So, 


exiſtens ſemper apud Patrem, intimates his being coeval with th: 
Father, 
b Prolationis initium donantes, J. 2. c. 14. P. 132. 

c J. 2. c. 28. p. 158- | | IDs 

d Ale b aumy e F Org, w de inn T9 eiu spes, Gn i gap 
irrige O. tyw 5 wSmway mm Yo! g AA © oνν,Eꝗaen r,] TH 
,. © gidic abrys Lay, „ dus tm, x bias, zeige de ab- 
my aijpurger, c I genre, 6 dis. axis Nunioras abr dn 5%, th 
giT ug ern, ds 895 Th; ywiges, Com. in Joh. p. 31. Compare with 
#his, the Citations from Origen, in Pamphilus's Apology. + - + 10 5 


Vm. of ſome QUERIES. 137 


ther confirm'd by what * Athanaſius quotes 
from Him, where Origen calls it Preſumption 
b to aſcribe any Beginning to the Son; and 
ſpeaks of the only begotten, as being © always 
with the Father. | | 

To Origen I may ſubjoin 4 Novatian, who 


fays the Son muſt have a/ways exiſted in the 


Father, or elſe (which He takes to be abſurd) 
the Father would not have been a/ways Fa- 
ther. This, I think, can bear no Senſe, un- 
leſs always be underſtood ſtrictly. And it is 
yery manifeſt that © Novatzan ſuppoſes the Son 
to have exiſted before that Proceſſion, Coming 


forth, or Nativity, which He ſpeaks of, in 
thar Chapter. Some indeed have thought, that 
Novatian underſtands not the word, Semper, 


there, in the ſtrit Senſe, of unlimited Dura- 
tion: Wherein, I humbly conceive, They are 
miſtaken. 1 have tranſcribed rhe * Paſſage into 
the Margin, and ſhall proceed to explain its 
meaning. After the Author had faid, Semper 


2 De Decret. Synod. Nic. p. 23 3. Ed. Bened. 

b "Iz r Tis px Py £04 ys T pgrr20v GaN 007%, 

c TS &# ouvorTag auTY Mos Were £135, 

d Semper enim in Patre, ne Pater non ſemper Pater, c. 31. 

e Et qui in Patre fuit, proceſſit ex Patre: & qui in Patre fuit, 
quia ex Patre fuit, cum Patre poſtmodum fuir, quia ex Patre 
proceſſit, c. 31» 

Hic ergo cum fit genitus a Patre. Semper eſt in Patre. Semper 
autem fic dico, ut non innatum, ſed natum probem; Sed qui ante 
omne Tempus eſt, Semper in Patre fuiſſe dicendus eſt: nec enim 
Tempus Illi aſſignari poteſt, qui ante Tempus eſt. Semper enim in 
batre, ne Pater non Semper fit Pater: quia & Pater Illum etiam 
præcedit, qued neceſſe eſt prior Sit qua Pater Sit: quoniam antecedat 
neceſſe eſt Eum, qui habet Originem, Ille qui Originem neſcit. 


eft 
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eft in Patre, He immediately adds a ſentence 
which ſhows that He underſtood, Semper, as 
we ſay, 4 parte ante. But withal there is a 
ſeeming Reſtriction : Sc dico, ut non Innatum 
fed natum probem. There might be ſome 
then, as well as now, who knew not how to 
diſtinguiſh between ETERNITY, and SELF- 
EXISTENCE, The Sabelliaus, in particular, 
might pretend that the Son, being Eternal, muſt 
be the Se/Fexi/tent Father Himſelf. It was 
therefore neceſſary for the Author to guard, in 
the manner He does, againſt any ſuch Miſtake, 
wo or Miſconſtruction. So Alexander Biſhop of 
Alexandria, while He maintains the ſtrict Eter- 


nity of the Son, to guard againſt the invidious 
Miſconſtruction of rhe Ariaus, inſerts the like 
Caution . Let no Man, fays He, miſtake 


| ; Eternal, as if it were the fame with elf. 
9 «© exiſtent, as (the Arians) having their minds 
1 ** blinded, are wont to do. This may ſerve 
1 for a good Comment upon Novatian. Jo pro- 


| ceed: Novatian adds; Qui ante omne Tempus 
8 eſt, Semper in Patre fuiſſe dicendus eſt. Here 
if He explains, Semper, by, ante omne Tempus. 
Now, this is the very ſame, with Him, as it 
He had ſaid of the Son, quod non aliquando 
ceperitt ; as may appear by the f Account He 
gives of the Eternity of the Father; explain- 


* Seo p. 123. | 

+ Niſi forte (quod abſit) aliquando eſſe ceperit, nec ſuper omnia 
fit, ſed dum poſt aliquid eſſe cæperit, intra (leg. infra) id fit quod 
ante Ipſum fuerit, minor inventus poteſtate, dum poſterior denota- 
tur etiam 1p/o Tempore. Novat. c. 2. Mark the Force of the word, 


ing 
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ing it by his not being poſterior to Time: And 
his having no Time before, is the very ſame, 


with having nothing; preceding. Wherefore, 


when Novatian ſpeaks afterwards of the Fa- 
ther's being precedent to the Son, He can mean 
ic only in order of Nature, not in reſpect of 


Duration. And this I take to have been the 


meaning of the Catholick Writers, before and 
after the riſe of Ariani ſin, by the Phraſes ante 
Tempus, e aiww, mes navru! aiwnw, or the 
like, as applied to God the Son. So b Hilary. 
in the Name of the generaliry of the Chriſtians 
of his Time, interprets it: So Alexander of 
Alexandria, in his Letter extant in Theodorzt ; 
the 4 Sararcan Fathers in their Synodical Epi- 
ſtle; and the © Catholic Biſhops, upon the 
opening of the Council of Ariminum. Thus 
allo we are to underſtand, e Tammy 7 aianw!, 
in the Conſtantinopolitan Creed. The f Arians 
indeed, equivocating upon the Words, Time, 
and Ages, eluded the Carholick Senſe, ſtill re- 
taining the Catholick Expreſſions: But the 
Aute-Niceue Catholicks were ſincere, plain, 


Fram Ipſo; intimating that Poſteriority im Time is a low degree of 


Poſteriorty, and that a Thing might be ſaid to be poſterior in a higher 
Seuſe than that: viz. in Order of Nature, as we term it. 


2 Id quod fine Origine eſt, præcedi a nullo poteſt, dum non ha- 


bet Tempus. Ibid. Tempus here manifeſtly ſignifies Duration, 
in the largeſt Senſe; not Time, in the reſtrain'd Senſe, as the Arians 
afterwards underſtood it. | 

b Audiunt ante Tempora; putant id ipſum, ante Tempora, eſſe 
quod Semper eſt, Contr. Aux. p. 1266. Comp. Trin. I. 12. p. 1129. 

c Eccl. Hiſt, I. 1. c. 4. p- 13» 6c. 

d Apud Theod. E. H. I. 2. c. 8. p. 80, 81. 

e Hilar. Fragm. p. 1343. Ed. Bened. 

f = Athanaſ. Vol. 1. p. 418. Hilar. 1129. Epiphan; Har. 74. 
pag. 887. | | 
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honeſt Men; and do not ſeem to have known 
any thing of thoſe ſubtile Diſtinctions. They 
underſtood thoſe Phraſes as they would be 
commonly underſtood by the People; other. 
wiſe they would not have uſed them, without 
greater caution and reſerve. * Siſfunius long 
ago obſerved (which confirms what I have been 
mentioning) that the Antients never would at. 
tribute any Beginning to the Son of God, be- 
lieving Him to have been Co eternal with the 
Father. The curious Reader may obſerve the 
ale of thoſe Phraſes, in the places refer d to in 
the f Margin; all of them admitting, moſt of 
them requiring, the Senſe I conrend for. I men- 
tion not the Interpolator of Ignatius's Epiſtles, 
an Arian, probably, of the fourth Century, or 
later. To return to Novatian when He adds, 
Tempus illi aſſignari non poteſt : He does not 
mean only, that no particular Time of the Son's 
Exiſtence is a/ignable; but, that it was before 
all Time, as Himſelf expounds it, ante Ten. 
pus eſt, i. e. ſtrictly Eternal; which agrees 
with what follows, and makes it Senſe : Sem. 
per enim in Patre, ne Pater non ſemper ſit 
Pater. What can be more expreſs for the 
Eternity of the Son, than to declare that the 
Father was never without Him? He plainly 


©. Socrat. . H. I. ig. c. 10. 

+ Ignatius ad Magneſ. c. 6. p. 22. Juſtin, Fragm. in Grab. Spic. 
Vol. 2. p. 199. Melito in Cav. II. L. Vol. 2. p. 33. Origen. in 
Pamph. Apolog. Hippolytus Frag m. Fabric. Vol. 2. p. 29. Concil. 
Antioch. Contr. Paul. Sam. Lab. Tom. 1. Dionyſ. Alexandr. 
Reſp, Contr. Paul. Q. 44 Lucian. Sy mb. apud. Socr. I. 2. c. 10. 

Vid. etiam Suicer. Theſaur. in voce, Aldr. 


10 | ſuppoſes 
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ſappoſes it abſurd to ſay, that the Father was 
ever no Father, or, which comes to the ſame, 
that ever the Son was not. What follows there- 
fore, in that Chapter, of the Father, præcedit, 
and antecedat neceſſe eſt, &c. can only be un- 
derſtood of a priority of Nature, not of Time, 
or Duration; and in This all Catholicks agreed. 
You'l excuſe my dwelling ſo long upon Nova- 
tian: it was neceſſary, to clear his Senſe, and 
to obviate ſome * ſpecious Pretences, not only 
againſt Novarzian, but other Catholick Writers 
of whole meaning there is leſs diſpute. From 
hence may be underſtood in what Senſe all the 
Oriental Biſhops (if the Fact be true, relying 
only on the doubrful Credit of f Arms) might 
teach, mTeomapyw TY Ys I Ocor avapyus That 
it could not be meant in Ar:ms's Senſe, is ſuf- 
ficiently evident from the determination of the 
Nicene Fathers, which has infinitely more weight 
in it than his ſingle Teſtimony ; and ſhows the 


Senſe of the whole Church, in a manner, at 


that Time. But enough of this : I ſhall only 


_ remark, before I part with Novatian, that He 


is an Evidence both for the Firſt, and Second 
Nativity, or Generation, of the Son. As He 
ſuppoſes the Son exiſting before the Proceſſion, 


(which is the voluntary Nativity He ſpeaks of) 


and pre-exiſting as 4 + Son, He cannot be un- 


* Whitby. Modeſt Diſq. pref. p. 29, 30. Proem. p. g. Lib. p. 166. 

ft Apud Theodorit. E. H. I. 1. c. 5. p. 21. 

+ Sive dum Verbum eſt, five dum Virtus eſt, five dum Sapientia 
*, five dum Lux eſt, ſive dum Filius eſt; non ex ſe eſt, quia nec 


derſtood 
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derſtood otherwiſe. See this more fully ex- 
plain'd in * Biſhop Bull. If any other Writers, 
who expreſly held an eternal Generation, any 
where ſpeak allo of a temporal Proceſſion, or 
Nativity, the fame may be true of Them 
alſo. I only give this hint, by the way, and 
— RN 
b Dionyſius of Alexandria, who lived about 
the ſame time with Novatzian, aſſerts the ſame 
Doctrine; viz. That the Father was a/ways 
Father; and never was without his Son: which 
is the ſame as to maintain eternal Generation. 
The ſame Doctrine is farther confirm'd, and 
more explicitely ſet forth, in his © Epiſtle againſt 
Paul of Samoſata; d if it be his. 485 
Dionyſius, Biſhop of Rome, Contemporary 
with the other, declares that the Jon 7s eter. 
nal, and that there never was a time when 
the Son was not; adding in Confirmation of it, 
that He is the //ord, the Wiſdom, and the 
Power of God. This, tho” it be expreſs for 


innatus eſt, That is, He is natus, conſider d under any Capacity ; 
whether as ao», dnss, or arGin, or $9, or is, whether before 
the Proceſſion, or after. This ſeems to be the moſt probatle Conſtruttion 
of the Paſſage; and moſt Conſonant to what He had ſaid before. 

a D. F. p. 222. a | 

b Ov wy „% Are 6 Oz, rn wv TUTHY , nm 5 Jeep u, T 
4e av, 6 ©, ali ü uν’kRtuſc end. Athan. Vol. 1. p. 253. 

c Labb. Concil. Tom. 1. p. 853. 872. 864. — 

d See Thirlby's Defence of it: Anſw. to Whiſton, part 2. p. 48. &c. 

e Er vip, iss, i ore Cr% Av d, d i 6 14 A TH Tate ian, 
6 ad ne Sn, 4 Ao, N c, x1 dvapi; 6 Keagige apud 
Athanaſ. Decret. Syn. N. 232. Es mw Yopve & ie, av ors Gow W 
mum" by & XUARIE, O78 Kei ri 6 Org. erominuCy ) Tun, 
Ibid. This and Novatian's Teſtimony, Both of the ſame Age, may 
ſerve 10 illuſtrate each other. 

the 
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the Eternity of the Son, yet is not full for efer- 
nal Generation; unleſs it had been ſaid, Eter- 
nal, 45 4 on. He might be ſuppoſed Eternal, 
as the AC % , and his Sonſhip commence after- 
wards. And therefore I do not put this among 
the clear, unexceptionable Authorities for eter- 
nal Generation; though hardly any reaſonable 
doubt can be made of it, ſince He ſuppos'd the 
Father, the Head, Root, Origin of the Abyss. 

* Methodius ſpeaks more cloſe and home to 
the Point. For, upon the words of the P/al- 
miſt : Thou art my Con, this day have ] be- 
gotten Thee; He comments thus. lt is ob- 
ſervable that his being a Son, is here in- 
definitely expreſs'd without any Limitation 
of Time. For He ſaid, Thou art, not Thou 
** becam'ſt my Son; ſignifying that He did 
not acquire any new £:/iation, nor ſhould 
ever have an end of his Exiſtence, but that 
He is always the ſame. He f goes on to 
ſpeak of his after- Filiation, intimated in the 
words, This day have I begotten Thee; and 
obſerves, that it was more properly a Manz- 
feſtation of Him; conſonant to what He had 
laid before, that He could not have a new Fi- 
lation, This may relate either to what I be- 
fore cailed his Second, or to his Third Genera- 


* [agen phreey Þ on To wiv "yev aoroy e ds em , x24 
aueh i oÞ e, ore Pn, x, , Yeſorns ih paſran, wire ce 
my aumy Tem xniry © yo Haas, ir: wo roummUtare AQ fo nxive, 
422" they dt T aurive Apud Phot. Cod. 237. p. 960. 

+ Ilegerne in eo 7 aiavwy iy Toi, g28veh, x xai Teh 190 9 
' 11110, 4 dh in, meow eryros woes t-. Ibid, 
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tion: The Words are ambiguous, and capable 
of either Senſe. 


To Methodius 1 may ſubjoin Pamphilus, 
who, while He delivers Origen's Senſe, in his 


Apology, does undoubtedly ipeak his own too. 


He is very * clear and full for the eternal Ge. 


neration, if we may rely on the Tranſlator. 


Alexander, Biſhop of Alexandria, reckons 
it among the Singularities of Arius, that He 
would not own the Father to have been always 


fo; but pretended that God was once 10 Fa. 


ther, and that the Asy@+ was produced in 
Time. I obſerve, that theſe two Things are 
here join'd together, as being Explanatory one 
of the other, according to the reaſoning of that 


Age, at leaſt. And if the fame reaſoning held 


before, as may be probably infer'd from + other 
Paſſages of the Antients, then it will follow 
that as many as aſſerted the Eternity of the 
As, or Word, which were all without 

Exception, did implicitely maintain the gfer- 
nal Generation. It appears to have been 
a Maxim in the Church at this Time, that is, 
abour the Year 3 15. Ten Vears before the 


bs Inter Op. O-ig. Ed. Baſil. p. 877. 

* Ox ati 6 Oebs rar 87. a 4 OTE L ore _ c 17. ch 
a & F Oi Au», A i or ow! ius. Alexand. Ep. 2 
Socr, E. H. l. 1. C. 6. p. 10. Ag esd ür Peviions 4 &% CvTUWY 
reg, 3 Toy rare Au voy marice, Alexand. Ep. apud 


Theod. l. 1. 


42. 

+ The "= Tray brought againſt Dionyſi ius of Alexandria and which 
He clear'd Himſelf of, wa. This: Oòx Wu 2 6 Orcs F470; 0 an 
m "yog, GAN o ue Oro; h 55 nobis F Aoys, aim di o "yo; c 55 Te 
Ms 4 i Fore ors i h., Athan, Ep. de Sentent. Dionyſ. p. 253 · 


Council 
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e council of Nice, that the Father was always 
Father. The ſame we have ſeen, about Sixty 
; I years before, from what has been cited out of 
s Dionyſius of Alexandria, and Novatian. The 
. WW Teſtimony of * Origen, cited by Pamphilus, 
. with others mention'd, carry it up Forty 
Years higher, to about the Year 210. Jre- 
s eus, above Thirty Years higher, to about 
e 173, within leſs than fourſcore Years of St. 
ln. Tertullian, betwixt the Two. laſt 
. named, ſeems to have underſtood this matter. 
n differently: For He ſays plainly, that f there 
re Wl was a Time, when the Son was not; mean- 
> Wing, as 4 Son; and that God was not always 
Father. And this is agreeable to his Principles, 
who always ſpeaks of the Generation as a vo- 
luntary Thing, and brought about in Time; as 
do ſeveral other Writers. From hence a Queſtion 
may ariſe, whether there was any Difference 
of Doctrine between thoſe Writers, or a Dif- 
ference in Words only. This is a Point which 
will deſerve a {moſt ſtrict and careful In- 
quiry. | art 
The Authors who make the Generation Tem 
forary, and ſpeak not expreſly of any other, 
are theſe following: Juſtin, Athenagoras , 
Theophilus, Tatian, Tertullian, and Hippo- 


Non enim Deus, cum prius non eſſet Pater, poſtea Pater eſſe 
(pit, c. Pamphil. Apol. p. 877. po | 

t Pater Deus eſt, & Judex Deus eſt, non tamen ideo Pater 8e 
Judex ſemper, quia Deus ſemper. Nam nec Pater eſſe potuit ante 
"lum, nec Judex ante delictum. Fuit autem Tempus cum & 
Kitum & Filius non fuit. Tertul. Contr» Hermog. c. 3. 


IL. lytus. 
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Iytus. Novatian I mention not with Them, 
becauſe He aſſerted Both, Let us then care. 
fully examine what their Doctrine was: And 
that it may be done the more diſtinctly, ler us 
reduce it to Particulars. | | 
1. They aſſerted the Co eternity of the Al. 
„O, or Word, tho' not conſider'd preciſely 
under the formality of a Son. This, I preſume, 
is ſo clear a point, that I need not burthen m. 
Margin with Quotations for it. It ſhall ſuffice 
only to refer to the * Places, if any ſhould 
doubt of it. It was a Maxim with Them, that 
God was always Aoy4x5s, never AN that is, 
never without his Vord, or M iſdom. So fa 
they agreed perfectly with the other Writers, 
either before, or after, or in their own Time. 
The Antients, ſuppoſing the Relation of the 
AGyos to the Father to be as cloſe and intimate 
as that of Thought to a Mind; and that this 
was inſinuated in the very Name, rightly con- 
cluded that the Father could not be "axey@, 
or without the Ay O, any more than an eter- 
nal Mind could be without eternal Thought |. 
Some have pretended that the Ante. Nicene 
Writers, who uſed that kind of reaſonipg, meant 
only an Attribute, by the Ay O; and not a 
real Perſon, But there's no ground or colour, 


* Juſtin. Martyr, Apol. 1. p. 122. Ox. Ed. Athenag. Legat. 
c. 10. p. 39. Ed. Ox. Theophilus Antioch. p. 82. 129. Ed. Os. 
Tatian. p. 20. 22. Ed. Ox. Vid. Bull. D. F. p. 209. Tertull. Contr. 
Prax. c. F. p. 503. c. 27. Vid. Bull, D. P. p. 245+ Hippolyt 
Contr. Noct. c. 10. p. 13. Edit. Fabric. 

+ See Bull D. F. p. 206. l 

1 for 
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for this Pretence, as ſhall be ſhown preſently. 
| ſhall only note here, that the“ Poſi-Nicene 
Writers, who, undoubredly and confeſſedly, 
took the AC / & to be a Per/on; a real, eter- 
nal Perfon ; yet make uſe of the ſame Maxim, 
and the very fame way of reaſoning. : 

2. They did not mean by the A6 , or 
Word, any Attribute, Power, Virtue, or 
Operation of the Father; but a real, ſubſiſting 
perſon: whom they believed to have been al- 
ways in and with the Father, and diſtin from 
Him, before the Temporary Generation they 
ſpeak of. If this be well proved, other Mat- 
ters, as we ſhall ſee preſently, will be eaſily 
adjuſted. = 


The leartied and judicious f Biſhop Bult 


| has Fe ſhown, of every Author ſingly, 


(except Juſtin, whom He reckons not with 
Them) that He muſt be underſtood to have 
believed the real and diſtin Perſonality of the 
Son; before the Temporary Proceſſion, or Ge- 
neration mention'd. His reaſonings, upon that 
Head, have not been anſwer' d, and, I am per- 
lwaded, cannot: So that I might very well ſpare 
my Self the labour of adding any Thing farther. 
But for the ſake of ſuch, as will not be at the 
Pains to read or conſider what He has faid at 


large; I ſhall endeayor to throw the Subſtance 


* Athanaſ. Vol. 1. p. 414. 500: 619. Et alibi. Greg. Nyſſ. Cat. 
Ort, c. 1. Cyrill. 1.4. in Joh. c. 48. Theſaur. p. 13. 23. Damaſc. 
1. Marc. Diadoch. p. 115. 

f Defenſ. F. N. Sect, 3. c. 5. 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 


Ea of 
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of it into a ſmaller Compals, in the following 
Particulars: Only premiſing this, that fince al 
theſe Authors, went, in the main, upon the 
ſame Hypotheſis; They are the beſt Commen- 
rators one upon another: And whatever Expli. 
cation we meet with in any one, 'two, or 
three, may reaſonably ſtand for the Senſe of 
All; if they have nothing Contradictory to it. 
Now to proceed. 

I. * Before the Proceſſion, or Generation, 
of which they ſpeak, they ſuppoſe the Father 
not to have been alone; which it is hard to 
make Senſe of, if they only meant that He was 
with his own Attributes, Powers, or Perfedi- 
ons: As much as to ſay, He was w/e, and 
great, and powerful by Himſelf; therefore He 
was not alone. Alone, indeed, they own, Him 
to have been, with reſpect to any Thing ad 
extra; but with reſpect to what was in Him- 
ſelf, He was not alone; not ſingle, but confiſt- 
ing of a Plurality, having the Al always 
with Him. 

The fame A4 N, or Word, was always 
+ (vich Him; convers'd with Him; was, as it 


* Ves nv - O05, 5 * + e Theoph. Ps 130. Av 5 

j av mov 3, od I 4 96, 6) 77 2b, 0075 Sunne, ein 
on» w, All which Words Corepon to the ſeveral Names of the 
Son or Holy Spirit; Ad, or, Uv& pig, Gn. (2 T&72% ) and 
mean the ſame Thing, Hippolyt. p. 13. Contr. Noet. 

Solus autem, quia nihil extrinſecus præter illum, cæterum ne ture 
quidem Solus. Habebat enim ſecum, quam habebat in ſemetiplo, 
Rationem ſuam ſcilicet. Tertull, Contr. Prax. c. 5 p. $93- a 

* Tor aur P, als, Aon xg Ive in tag, cad 5 0 as, % w . 
aura, veignor, Tatian. c. 7. p. 20. 0 Gti cue, wird, 

| were 
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were, aſſiſting in Council, according to thoſe 
Writers; and therefore, certainly, a dſſtinct 
Perſon. It would be very improper to fy that 
God was 2 zu, or with one of his Attributes, 
or conſulted with it: All ſuch Expreſſions muſt 
denote a diſtinct Perſonality. 

3. The ſame individual Ad % , who after 
the Proceſſion was undoubtedly a Per/on, is 
ſuppoſed to have exiſted before. b Novatian 
is expreſs. © He who was in the Father, pro- 
ceeded from the Father. It is the fame indivi- 
dual AZy@>, according to © Theophilus, who is 
Ag rarés, always, both before and after his 
Proceſſion, with the Father ; and therefore, if 
He was a real Perſon after, which is not di- 
ſputed, He muſt have been ſo before. That 
very Ayes, or Word, which had been from 
all Eternity Yes, & xp ©ey, becomes 
afterwards aagsGoees. If therefore He was ever 
Theoph. p. 82. Te, dene Algmun; iriahmy iv xapdic Org. Id. 
p. 129. A little after, T, eye cup Cynov, iauvry vooy e See 
cnn Ts Ava aored Alararreg ominav, Id. p. 129. 

Si neceſſaria eſt Deo materia ad opera mundi, ut Hermogenes 
exiſtimavit; Habuit Deus materiam longe digniorem Sophiam 
ſuam ſcilicet. Sophia autem Spiritus: Hæc Illi Conſiliarius 
fuit. Tert Contr. Hermog. 

3 Ore; wv c "Apx. Tw. d apxw Mys Jap mHgHArPe mois 

at. p. 19. 

b Qui in Patre fuit, proceſſit ex Patre, p. 31. Zeno Veronenlis, 
of the following Century, expreſſes it thus: procedit in Nativitatem, 
qut erat antequam naſceretur, in Patre. Which I add for Illuſtration. 

C Pag. 1129. - | f a 

d Tb Try Ao79v e eg Theoph- p. 129. Of; on 
Gum; YEVvav, n TY x70 xb“, T idev vey auTy POL: @eaTpoy 
m DAN . Hippol. C- 10. P. 13 Ns, 95 C9094; c e ; 
Alan m5 Gig. c. 11. pag. 14. Compare Theoph. pag. 129. 
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a Per ſon, He muſt have been ſo always. So 
again: The AO that ſpake to the Prophets, 
and who was undoubtedly a Perſon, is the 
very fame individual Ales, which was always 
with the Father; 5 24 ovumeo avrd. Tertul. 
han, who diſtinguiſhes between Ratio, and 
Sermo; and aſſerts the former to be Eternal, 
and the latter to be a Perſon; yet b connects 
Both in one; and makes Them, in Subſtance, 
the very ſame; the ſelf-lame Per ſon Both: on- 
ly ſuppoſed under different Capacities and dif- 
ferent Names, before, and after the Proceſſion. 
It was one and the fame Hypo/taſis; once 
Ratio (according to this Writer) and as ſuch, 
Eternal; afterwards Sermo, and as ſuch, ea Sn. 
The ſeeming difference between the antient Fa- 
thers upon this Point is eaſily reconciled, ſays 
a d yery worthy and learned Prelate of our 
Church. One faith, God was not Sermonalis 
* principio, or his Nord did not exiſt till the 
Creation; others ſay, Chriſt is Azyos Aldios, 
„ the Eternal Word, of the Father. They 
may all be underſtood, in a ſound Senſe, 
„ with the help of this Diſtinction. The 
ord, as He is inward Speech formed from 
„the Eternal Mind, was for ever with God: 

a Theoph. p. 81, 32. | 

b In uſu eſt noſtrorum—Sermonem dicere in primordio apud Deum 
fuiſſe, cum magis Rationem competat antiquiorem haberi; quia non 
Sermonalis a principio, ſed Rationalis Deus etiam ante principium, 
& quia ipſe quoque Sermo Ratione conſiſtens, priorem eam ut 


Subſtantiam ſuam oſtendat · Contr. Prax. c. 5, : 
c See Bull. Sect. 3. c. 10. 


d Biſhop of Lichfield and Coventry, Serm. p. 13, 14. 


„ But 
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« But as God's Agent to diſplay and found 
forth the Wiſdom of God in external Works, 
« a5 ich, He exiſted not till the Creation —— 
« the Creation being, as it were, a verbal Ex- 
« plication of what Reaſon had firſt ſilently 
thought, diſpoſed, and reſolved within it ſelf. 
4. If there ſtill remains any doubt of this 
Matter, there is a farther Argument to be urg d. 
which may be juſtly look'd upon as clear, full, 
and deciſive in the Caſe. Had theſe Fathers 
believed that the A4% , or Word, was an At- 
tribute only, or Power, &c, before the Pro- 
cefſion, or Generation, which they ſpeak of; 
then it would follow, rhat the Son began firſt 
to be, and was properly a Creature, # d- 
, in their Opinion; and that Proceſſion was 
but another word for being created. But theſe 
Writers do expreſly guard againſt any ſuch No- 
tion. Novatzan very clearly diſtinguiſhes be- 
tween Proceſſion and Creation. Athenagoras, 
is {till more expreſs to the fame purpoſe; f de- 
claring that the Son was not then made, but 
had exiſted in the Father, as the AG, or 
Word, from all Eternity. | 
Juſtin Martyr is the firſt, and the moſt con- 
fiderable of thoſe Writers; and therefore it will 
be proper to examine his Sentiments with a 
more particular care and exactneſs. I have ſe- 


si Homo tantummodo Chriſtus, quomodo dicit. Ego ex Deo 
}rodit, Joh, 16. — cum conſtat, Hominem a Deo Fatum eſſe, 
non ex Deo Proceſſſe? C.J > - _- -- 
0 Od ws v] 2 Apxns Pp 6 Ot „g Giteg av, £13680 #579; Cv 
rg 7 A630 Gillan e d, c. 10. p. 39. 
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Doctrine; and have 


Columns, in the * Margin, 
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Qu. VII. 
lected the molt material Paſſages I could find, 
which may help to give us a juſt Idea of his 


placed Them in diſtind 


It would ſignify 


little to tranſlate Them; becauſe the Arguments 
ariſing from them are proper only to Scholars. ] 
have diſtinguiſh'd the ſeveral Citations by Figures, 
for the*more convenient referring to Them. 

T. I obſerve, firſt, (See N. 1, 2.) that He makes 
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oppoſing it to 9zpro5, vH, H ds, and 
D, N: Here therefore, ayimyls, is not 
conſiderd as the perſonal Character of the Fa- 
ther and as ſignifying unbegotten; but as it be- 
longs to the T5 Zo, and denotes eternal, un- 
created, immutable Exiſtence. Either Juſtin 
muſt have believed that aryeylos, in this latter 
Senſe, is applicable to the Son; or elle it fol- 
lows that He ſuppoſed Him, not only y4mmres, 
but 941629953 Sys nts, and Ort allo, which 


muſt appear highly abſurd to any one who has 


cyer conſider'd Juſtin's Writings. 

2. I obſerve (See N. 2.) that God's being 
ame and 498ag]@> is ſuppoſed the very 
Ground and Foundation of his being God; on 
account of which He is ©:25; and without 
which, conſequently, He could not be Os. 
If therefore the Als be nor, in this Senſe, 
lunes and ddl, He is not Ons, according 


to Juſtin Martyr: And yet no Man is more 


expreſs than Juſtin, every where, in making 

the Son Obs, and inſiſting very much upon ir. 
3. Juſtin makes b @ equivalent to the Pla- 

toniſts To . (See N. 1.) And either of them 


* T need but hint that the words ese? and eyoil0», with dou- 
or ſingle v, have been uſed very promiſcuouſly in Authors; and 
vardly came to be accurately diſtinguiſ}d, till the Arian Controverſy 
dave occaſion for it. See Suicer's Thelzurus, upon the Eccleſiaſtical 
4% of theſe Words; and Cudworth for profane Writers, p.253, 254+ 
The Son is properly ay , as well as the Father; ſo Ignatius, /o 
lrenzus, ſo Origen expreſly ſtiles Him; and Athenagoras's & - 
lun, is to the ſame effect. The ſimilitude of the Word and Sound 
was, very probably, the chief Reaſon why the Title of dv, . was 
not oftner applied to the Son; which Omiſſion however is compenſated 
eier equivalent Expreſſions, 

| | | equi- 
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equivalent to a @, and that to yirou wi tw, 
uncreated, immutable, neceſſarily-exiſting. Now 
compare N. 5. and two more Citations given 
above, pag. 37. and from thence it is manifeſt 
that Juſtin makes the Ae to be b ov, in his 
own proper Perſon. And He gives the reaſon 
here why, or on what Account, He might juſtly 
ſtile Himſelf ©: (and rhe fame muſt hold for 
0 d) it is becauſe He is Obs, as God's Son; 
FeuTOT%05 Wl TE Ott, x, Oebs vanpyd *. 

4. I- obſerve. that Juſtin Martyr, having 
taken notice that the Father had properly no 
Name, (See N. 4. 6.) as having nothing antece- 
dent or pre- exiſtent, does, immediately after, 
repeat the Obſervation of having no Name, 
and applies it to the Son; obſerving that nci- 
ther He, properly, has any Name, but only 
ſome Titles or Appellations given Him, from 
what He did in Time; particularly from His 
coming forth to create and put into beautiful 
Order the whole Syſtem of Things. This ſeems 
to inſinuate his Co. eternity with the Father; 
and the more ſo, becauſe Juſtiu oblcrves, at 
the ſame time, that He is emphatically Son of 
the Father, (5 H. . Aryi uv@» xveiws U,) and 
Co. exiſtent (oway) with his Father, before the 
World; tho' begorten or ſent forth, in time, to 
create the Univerſe. Theſe Conſiderations con- 
vince me that Juſtin, as well as Athenagoras, 


Compare Dial. p. 364. 183. 371. 184. Ed. Jebb. I add for Ilu- 
ration theſe Words of Cyril. "Omp Ar i; aywirs R eplapre yi 


1, vun mrrus Ape, x, vii. Cyril, Alex. Theſaur. p. 34 
| taught 
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taught the ſtrict Co: eternity of the Son; which 
is equally true of all the other Writers. 

Beſides this, the ſeyeral * Similitudes, which 
theſe Authors uſed, ro illuſtrate the Nature of 
that Proceſſion ; ſuch as the Sun and its Rays, 


the Fountain and its Streams, the Root and 


its Branches, one Fire lighting another, and 
the like; manifeſtly ſhow, that They never 
dream'd of the Son's being created. Then, 
the care they took leſt any one ſhould imagine 
there was any Diviſion of the Father's Sub- 
ſtance ; and their inculcating that He was 
prolatus, uon ſeparatus; brought forth, but 
not ſeparated from the Father, demonſtrate 
their meaning to be, that here was no Pro- 
duction of a new Subſtance, but an Ema- 
nation, Manifeſtation, or Proceſſion of what 
was before. Farther, rheir declaring that, tho' 
He proceeded from the Father, He was {till in 
the Father, (taken together with the f Maxim, 
that nothing is in God but what is God) ſets 
the matter beyond all reaſonable Scruple. In 
a word; as they all held the Conſubſtantiality 
of the Son with the Father, which is as clear 
35 the Light, in their Writings; they muſt have 


* ſuſtin. M. Dial. p. 183. 373. Jebb. Athenagoras p. 40. 96. 
Ox, Ed. Tatian, c. 8. p. 21, 22. Ox. Ed. Tertull. Apol. c. 21. 


Adv. Prax. c. 8. Hippolytus Contr. Noet. c. 11. p. 13. Contr. 


Jud. p. 4. Fabric. Vol 2. 

NB. Athenagoras's words are, in ſtricineſs, meant of the Holy 
Ghoſt only, in Both places. But the reaſon being the ſame for one as 
the other, they. are equally applicable to Either; and it is thus onl 
| would be underſtood, wherever I apply either of the Paſſages to t 
don. T Vid. Bull D. F. N. p. 198. 


been 
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been the moſt inconſiſtent Men in the World. 
had they thought that the Proceſſion, or Ge. 
neration of the Son, was a Creation, or ney 
Produttion of Him; or had they not firmly 
believed that He exiſted, the /zving and fab. 
ſtantial Word, from all Eternity. | 
Fuſtin Martyr ſeems to have ſpoke the Senſe 
of all, in ſaying, ** That the Als; co- exiſted with 
the Father before the Creatures; and was then 
* begotren, when the Father at firſt created and 
put into beautiful Order the Frame of Things. 
See the paſſage above. The Emperor Con. 
ſtantine afterwards expreſſes the fame Thought, 
fomething more fully and diſtinctly, thus. 
** The Son, who was a/ways in the Father, 
* was begotten, or rather proceeded forth, for 
** theorderly and ornamental Methodizing of the 
Creation. I chuſe to follow the Senſe, rather 
than the ſtrict Letter. Whether thoſe Writers 
went upon any ſolid Reaſons, in aſſigning ſuch 
or ſuch parts, in the work of Creation, to Father, 
Son, or Holy Ghoſt, is not very material. Ir 
is manifeſt, rhey ſuppoled the whole Trinity 
ro be concern'd in it; and to Create, as it were, 
in concert. Their aſcribing the orderly adjult- 
ment and beautifying part to the Son, ſeems to 
have been in alluſion to his Names of x50, 
and cpp, and dg. In reſpect of the laſt of 
them, Hippolytus ſuppoſes the Generation to 


p. 152 N. 6. + Exemign, wares d cęοονα aoT%% 4 
avrore iy Td gl ov, im Tw T un aired Hun wivwy Ala Ge | 
Apud Gelaſ. Act Syn. Nic. part. 3. p. 58. be 
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be poſterior to the Creation, upon God's ſaying, 
Let there be Light. Then did the Son pro- 
reed as E Quri's. Tertullian ſeems to have 
had the ſame Thought, and perhaps, f Origen. 
Athenagoras likewiſe ſuppoſes the Proceſſion 
to be after the Creating of the unformed Maſs 


of Things. And yet nothing is plainer than 


that + all theſe Writers believed the prior Ex- 
iſtence of the Son; and that Things were at 
firſt created by Him, as well as afterwards 
adorned and regulated. In ſhort, whatever the 
father is ſuppoſed to have done, was by His 
Son and Holy Spirit; therefore frequently ſtiled 
Manus Patris But the Abgeia, the Deſign- 
ing part, was thought moſt properly to be re- 
ſerved to the Father, as the fir/? Perſon. Theſe 
are Things not to be too curiouſly inquired into, 
or too rigorouſly interpreted; but to be under- 
ſtood Jeore:T 2s. In the whole, they have a very 


good meaning; and were founded in the Belief 


of a CH. eſſential and Co-eternal Trinity. 

From what hath been ſaid, I preſume, it is 
evident that there was no difference at all, in 
the main of the Doctrine, between Theſe, and 
the other Catholick Writers; but a different 


- ® Contr. Prax. c. 12. f Vid. Huet. Origenian. p. 41. 

+ 4s Athenagoras, vid. ſupra. Tertullian ſays : Deum immu- 
tabilem & informabilem credi neceſſe eſt, ut æternum; quodcunque 
transfiguratur in alind, deſinit eſſe quod fuerat, & incipit eſſe quod non 
erat. Deus autem neque delinit eſſe, neque aliud poteſt eſſe; Sermo 
zutem Deus, G c. Contr. Prax. c. 27. Hippolytus ha#h theſe words. 
arg ooreighes, adv. Jud. p. 4+ * Ari ap wv 5 Nen Re m Td im 
MTUpy,oy erriToga ty mT; a ?, x xeon, 1158 . K9T 8 
be. Fabric. Vol. 2. p. 29, Origen we have ſeen before. 
man- 
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manner only, of expreſſing the ſame Things 
The Queſtion was not, whether the Hypoſtaſis, 
or Perſon, of the Son was from all Eternity, 
co-eval wich the Father and conſubſtantial with 
Him; in Thar, they all perfectly agreed. Nor 
was there any difference about the Proceſſion: 
for the * latter Writers acknowledged it as well 
as Thoſe before them; and made it Temporary 
and Voluntary, as Thoſe did. But the Que- 
ftion was, whether, the Son's eternal- Co-ex- 
iſtence, (I ſhould rather ſay, the co- eternal Ex. 
iſtence of the A9 ) ſhould be deem d Sonſhip 
and Filiation or no; or whether the Proceſ- 
ion might not more properly be fo ſtiled. 
Tertullian (and perhaps Others) was of Opi- 
nion that this latter was f perfecta Nativitas 
Sermonis; The perfect Nativity, or Birth of 
the Word : who had been, as it were, quzeſcent 
and unt operating from all Eternity, till He 
came forth ro Create the World: And + Hip- 
polytus carried this Notion ſo far, as to think 
the Filiation not compleated, till He had run 
thro” the laſt ſort of Sonſhip, in becoming Man. 
All this is true, in ſome Senſe, and when right- 
ly explain'd. But other Fathers thinking this 
way of ſpeaking liable ro abuſe and miſ-con- 


Vid. Bull. Def. F. N. Sc. 3. c. 9. 
+ Contr. Prax. c. 7. . 
+-Contr. Noet. c. 15. p. 17. O & Leapres g a4 iavny 6 

. eteg hy 1106, u Tot Ties 2.092; @v Ares. It is remark» 
able, that He makes the Son perfettly ue, tho not perfettly ie, 
before the Incarnation. Others might perhaps reaſon, in like manner, 
with regard 10 rhe reg; thinking Him to have been ney, er 


borerims, before it, but not ubs. 
| ſtruction, 
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ſuuction; and conſidering, probably, that the 
%, or Word, might * properly” be called 


on, in reſpect of that eternal Exiſtence which 
f He ever enjoyed in, and om the Father as 
, the Head, Root, Fountain, and cauſe of All; 
; they chole to give That the Name of Genera- 


tion; and to call the other Two, b Condeſten- 
ſons, Manifeſtations, Proceeding forth, or 
/ the like. So we have ſeen it in Methods, 
before cited for the eternal Generation : And 
He, very probably, had the notion from © u- 
i Martyr; who, in like manner, interprets 
Generation, in the ſecondary Senſe, by Manz- 
; feſtation. And even d Hippolytus, as before 
obſerved, explains the Proceſſion, or Genera» 
tion of the Son, a little after the Creation, by 
Manifeſtation of Him. 


2 Omnis Origo parens eſt; omne quod ex Origine profertur. 
progenies eſt, Tertuſl. Contr. Prax. c. 8. See Novat. above, p. 141. 

Pong t A* 9 0 1Aios Tv E959 v. Euſ. Eocl. Th. L 3; C. 12. p · 73. 

T5 5% Nl vrep,o9 "yes IS ixuvs, if & © im. Athan. Orat. 4. p. 628. 

b It is obſervable that Juſtin Martyr applies the word Teg>aMw te. 
the latter of them, as well as to the Former. Dial. 228. Jebb. 

And, in like manner, Clement of Alexandria «ſes Tegza5av of Both, - 
p. 654. and Hippolytus, of the latter. Contr. Noet, c. 17. 

c On the words, Thou art my Son, this day havell begotten Theez- 
He comments thus. Tore yiviow aoTs Ai aiν, Tit Af there: : 
' an; 26760 i wired, Dial. p. 270. Ed. Jebb. 

* Tes 19109 ve cd v Are cefreger 0£T9Y UTP KOT , Til 0s 24006 
Pp 14T 11109 dg evme, g/ Toth C. 10. P- 13» A little before 
He had ſaid Ta d zu, epxnyer 194. Tuprayney xo ipgerria 
ina Aοεν, oy Acg2v 8x0 & iauae £0097) Ts dene, 78 xTComine 
19T Wa, 0 . mak, T grigey ey Obey [ e pos, © as * ore . ο 

The 2 of Zeno Veronenſis may be added, as a good Comment 
fon the former. Cujus (Patris) ex Ore, ut rerum natura, quæ non 
erat, fingeretur, prodivit Unigenitus Filius, Cordis ejus Nobilis In- 
Juilinus: exinde viſibilis effeus, quia Humanum genus viſitaturus 


"ar, | Ge. : 
After 
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After Arius aroſe; the Catholicks found it 
Highly neceſſary to inſiſt much on the eternal 

Generation. For, the Arrans, taking adyan- 

tage of it, that the Temporary Condeſcenſion 

of the Son, to create the World, had been 
often called his Generation, were for looking no 
higher; but artfully inſinuated that this was the 
firſt produt7:on of Him; and that it was abſurd 
to talk of the Son's exiſting before He was be. 
gotten: in oppoſition to which pretence, we 
find the Nicene Fathers anathemarizing ſuch 
as ſhould fay, that the * Son exiſted not be. 
fore He was BEGOTTEN ; meaning in the Senſe 
now explain d. However, the Ariaus might 
have known that the eternal Exiſtence of the 
As was univerſally Taught; and even by 
thoſe who aſſerted a Temporal Generation. Nor 
indeed were they ignorant of it; but f they 
contrived, for a Salvo, to maintain, that the 

ASO, or Word, which was held to be Eter- 
nal, was not the ſame with the Asy@->, or 
Word begotten; the former being only the 
Father's own proper Word, and no ſubſtantial 
Thing; the latter, a created Subſtance, direct. 
ly contrary to all Antiquity which has no- 
thing to countenance any ſuch Notion of a / 
fold Ades. Upon this, it became neceſſary to 
explain in what Senſe any Temporal Genera- 
tion had been aſſerted; and to keep up the 
true Catholick Doctrine, which had obtain d 

* "Hy ors ors ch , Tea) Men UN 1, 

+ See Bull. Def. F. p. 198. 


from 
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fom the Beginning; namely, of the Eternal 


Aiy@r diſtinct from the Father; Son of the 

- Father, as partaking of the ſame divine Sub- 

„dance from all Eternity; * going out from the 1 
Father to create the World; and laſtly conde- . 
0 ſcending to become Man: Son, in all theſe re- 0 
e I pcs, but primarily and chiefly in reſpect of 1 
d the firſt. From the whole, we may remark, 1 
„chat an explicite Profeſſion of eternal Gene- 
e ration might have been diſpens d with; pro- i 
h vided only that the eternal Exiſtence of the i 
„%% e, as a real ſubſiſting Perſon, in, and of | 
ks WW the Father, (which comes to the fame Thing) 1 
t might be ſecured. This was the point; and this | 
e vas all. In this, all found Catholicks agreed; | 
y Jad co diſpute ir, was accounted Hereſy, and | 
Tr Blaſphemy. If any one, difliking the Name, if 
y or the. Phraſe of eternal Generation, thinks | 
e it better ro aſſert an eternal Word, inſtead | 


of an eternal Sou, (meaning thereby a di- 
ſtinct Perſon, and con ſubſtantial with God, 


je whole Word He is) and refers the Generation 
al to his firſt and ſecond Manife/tation, at the 
. Creation and Incarnation; there ſeems to be 


J- no farther harm in it, than what lies in the 
Words, and their liableneſs to be miſconſtrued, 


* * This is well expreſs'd by the Antiochian Fathers, againſt Paul of. 
moſata; and by Clement of Alexandria, Tem auh? roy Tw 
IC a ae dene, c 19 x5v0 To Wu Tg BeAnm a, s v A, 
5 o Labb. Conc. Tom. 1. p-· 845 Texv0v 40Ts 10700, Ange» s- 


507, beg zi mve FA νν  CoTecd re rf Ude, oro pan olx- 


Muins, nu dn ,t © FuTEQ;;' ON 0s dal r. Sig Rac rd RON 
s 1997s Nuit Clem. Alex. Quis div. p. 95. Ox. 
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or to give Offence. Here therefore every Man 
is left to his own Diſcretion and Prudence: On- 
ly the ſafer way ſeems to be, to follow the 
moſt general and moſt approved manner of 
Expreſſion, together with the antient Faith; 
being. in all probability, the ſureſt means to pre- 
ſerve Both. 1 deſignedly faid, firſt and laſt, not 
firſt or laſt. For, ſuch as interpret the Gene. 
ration, of the laſt only, ſtand, I think, * clear- 
ly condemned by Scripture ; many places where. 
of can never fairly be accounted for by the 
miraculous Conception lolely : Beſides that from 
Barnabas and Clemens Romanus, down to 
the Council of Nice, all the Chriſtian Wri. 
ters ſpeak unanimouſly of a higher, antecedent 
Sonſhep ; and, generally, even found Worſhip 
on it. | 

I ſhall juſt obſerve to you, in the cloſe of 
this Article, that, from what hath been ſaid, you 
may know what Judgment to make of an Af. 
ſertion of f Dr. Clarke's, viz. That the learned! 
of the moſt Orthodox Fathers, who aſſerted 
the eternal Generation of the Son, did yet 
#evertheleſs aſſert it to be an Act of the Ha. 
ther's eternal Power and Will. By which the 
Doctor ſeems to infinuate, that rhe good Fathers 
*. Sane in iſta ex Maria Virgine nativitate Suprema & Singolaris 
xi atque excellentia Filiationis Domini noſtri adeo non conliſtit, 
ut ea ipſa Nativitas ad ejus ſtupendam ovyzamoucy omnino te. 
ferenda fit, Hoc nos ſatis apertè docent, fi modo a Spirit 
Santo edogeri velimus, multis in locis, S. literæ. Ita ſem- 
per credidit inde ab ipſis Apoſtolis Catholica Chriſti Ecciclia- 


Bull. J. p. 39. 
+ Script. Doar. p · 280, 


did 
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did not underſtand Eternal in the ſtrict Senſe. 
If the learned Doctor can ſhow, that Thoſe, who 
maintain'd only the Voluntary and Temporary 
Proceſſion of the Son, believed that the Ass 
was eternally pre-exiſting in the Farher, by an 


Ack of his Will; or that Thoſe who exprefly 
| aſſerted ah eternal Generation, believed alſo that 
| it was an Arbitrary Thing, and might have 
been otherwiſe, (which I ſuppoſe is the Doctors 
| Senſe of an Act of the Will) then He will 
| do ſomething. Bur, as none of his Authorities 
| prove any thing like it; it would have been a 


prudent part, at leaſt, not to have produced 


Them to fo little purpoſe. But enough of this 
Matter: I have, I hope, ſufficiently explain d 
my Self upon this Head; and have therefore 
the more reaſon to expect a diſtin? Anſwer 


from You, whenever you think proper to re- 
conſider this Subject. 


M 2 Qu ERV 
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| Que: Ky -O 


Whether the drvine Attributes, Omniſcience, 
Ubiquity, &c. Thoſe individual Attributes, 
can be communicated without the divine 
Eſſence, from which they are inſeparable? 


THE intent of this Query was to prevent 
Equivocations; and to make the Next clearer. 
You agree with me that the zudividual divine 
Attributes cannot be communicated without the 
individual Nature in which they ſubfiſt. You add, 
that Dr. Clarke, iu the 2 30th page of his Ne. 
pres, hath plainly ſhown, that individual Attri- 
butes, divine or not divine, cannot poſſibly be 
communicated at all. Well then; we know what 
the Doctor means by all divine Powers, in 
his Scripture Doctrine, (. 298.) which is one 
point gain'd: For when words are ſtripp'd of 
their Ambiguity, we may be the better able to 
deal with them. As to the Doctor's Aphoriſm 
laid down (p.230.) I may have leave to doubt 
of it; notwithſtanding that it is ſet forth to us, 
with the utmoſt Aſſurance. It is not unuſual with 
wy the DoQtor to lay down Maxims, -in relation 
F ro this Controverly, which Himſelf would not 
. allow, at another Time, or in another Subject. 
For Inſtance ; * neceſſary Agents are no Cauſes, 


* Whatever proceeds from any Being, otherwiſe than by the Will 
of that Being, doth nct in Truth proceed from that Being; but 
from ſome other Cauſe or Neceſſity extrinſic and W of 

that 
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that is, they do nor ſo properly Act, as are 
acted upon. This is very true of all fnzte ne- 
ceſſary Agents; for, all their neceſſary, or a- 
tural Acts, proceed not ſo properly from Them, 
as from God the Author of their Natures. But 
does it therefore follow that, if, God acts by 4 
Neceſſity of Nature, in ſome Inſtances, He 
is therein acted upon likewiſe ? Or that all the 
Acts of the divine Nature are Voluntary, and 
Free; none natural and neceſſary £ This 
ſhould not be ſaid by one who, elſewhere, 
ſpeaks ſo much of God's being infinitely w/e, 
and infinitely good, infinitely happy, &c. by 


an abſolute neceſſity of Nature ; unleſs He 


could be certain that knowing, loving, con- 
templating, and enjoying Himſelf, do not im- 
ply perperual Acting; or that an infinitely 
aftive Being can ever ceaſe to Act. I ſhall 
not ſcruple to aſſert, that by the ſame ab/olute 
neceſſity of Nature that the Father exiſts, He 
exiſts as a Father; and Co-exifts with his Co. 
eſſential Son proceeding from Him. If you ſay, 
this ſuppoſes the Son Se/f exiſtent, or Un- ori- 
| ginate; I deſire ir may not be /azd only, but 
| proved. * In the Interim, I take leave to 
ſuppoſe that Unbegotten, and Begotten ; Un- 
originate, and Proceeding, are different Ideas. 


that Being. Neceſſary Agents are no Cauſes, but always Inſtru- 
ments only in the hand of ſome other Power. Reply, pag. 227. 
Compare p. 113. | ; 

of Ours d iel, odr: dhe Hgreyerti; GAN ths ian r i 
(ayinnms zap im 6 rarice pon xe 9 8s is "yog, diele on Tag 
rns. Cyril. Catech. 10. p. 141. Ox. 
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Again (p. 228.) * He finds fault with the Ay. 
thor of ſome Conſiderations, for ſuppoſing that 
the Son is ſomething more than a meer Name, 
and yet not a real diſtinct Being : And upon 
this lays down another Aphoriſin; that there 
is no Medium between 4 Being, and not g 
Being which indeed is a very true one, if 
Being, and Being, are taken in the ſame Senſe; 

ur not otherwiſe. For let me mention almoſt 
a parallel Caſe. Upon the Doctor's Hypotheſis, 
that God's Subſtance is extended every where; 
and that the ſame is the Sub/tratum of Spare; 
we may imagine two Subſtrata, one pervading 
the Sun, and the other the Moon, which are 
both diſtinct. and diſtant. Will you pleaſe to 
tell us, whether theſe two are real diſtiuct Be. 
7ngs, or no? If They are, you may leave it 
to others to prove them intelligent Beings, that 
is, Perſons: And, perhaps, the very next con- 
ſequence will make them two Gods, upon the 
Doctor's own Principles: If they are not real 
diſtinct Beings; then here is ſomething admit- 
ted between a Being, and not a Being; con- 
trary to the Doctor's Maxim: unleſs He makes 
them Nothing; and ſuppoſes two Spaces, with: 
out any Subſtratum at all; two Extenſions, 
without any thing extended. 
But let us conſider, whether ſomething may 
not be thought on, to help both the learned 

* To avoid this Conſequence, He is forced to ſuppoſe (page 29+) that 
phe Son is ſomething more than a mere Name, and yet not 4 te 
diftin&t Being; that is to ſay, that He is ſomething between a Being, 
aud not a Being, Ci. Reply, p. 2. | 
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Doctor and Us out of theſe Difficulties. The 
f Truth of this Matter, fo far as I apprehend, is. 
N that Being may ſignify, either, ſimply, what 
5 Exiſts; or what exiſts Separately. This Di- 
* WM findtion ſeems to be juſt, and neceſſary ; and 
uch as you'l the more readily come into, having 
f occaſion for it, as well as we. I hope, none 
nate fo weak, as to deny the Perſons to exiſt 
i W in reality. The very School- Men Themſelves 
5 

e 

) 


| never ſcruple to call Them Tres Res, Tres 

| entes, or the like, in that Senſe; tho', at the 

| fame time, in the other Senſe of Being. They 

are all but one Being, una ſumma res, and una 

res numero; which comes much to the fame _ 

with Tertullian's una (indiviſa) Subſtantia in 

| Tribus coherentibus; (only letting aſide his par- 
0 ticular manner of Explication) and is the Senſe of 
t all Antiquity. Upon the Foot of this Diſtinction, 
you may readily apprehend thoſe Words of 
c Gregory Nazianzen, ſpoken of the three Per- 
. ſons. Zads ꝙ Zam, Dame g Pas, ayaFf y ha- 
Jo, JoZas x, C- Oe ory dy JewgnTaH phonons 
- Y Vy XagiGoles rd aN. By the ſame Di- 
$ ſtinction, you may, probably, underſtand a 
. very noted Creed; which ſeems to have coſt 
. the learned Doctor ſome Pains in explain- 
ing. To return to our Inſtance of the Two 

| Subſtrata. I ſuppoſe the Doctor, or your ſelf, 
will be content to allow, that This is $#b/taxce, 
aud That Subſtance; and yet not Subſtances, 
but one Subſtance. In like manner alſo, This 


* Orat, 13. p. 211. Parif. Ed. 
M 4 


is 


168 A DEFENSE Qu. IX. 


is Being, and That Being; and yet not Two 
Beings, but one Being: This Eternal, and That 
Eternal; and yet not Two Eternals, but One 
Eternal. I might go on almoſt the length of 
an Athanaſian Creed. This muſt be your 
manner of ſpeaking, if you come to Parti. 
culars; and that becauſe the Snubſtrata are ſup- 
poſed to have no ſeparate Exiſtence independent 
on each other, but to be united by ſome com- 
mon Ligaments, which perhaps you'l call per. 
ſonal Attributes. And why then ſhould you be 
ſevere upon Us, for uſing the like Language, and 
upon better Reaſons? We believe the Three 
Perſons to have no ſeparate Exiſtence indepen- 
dent on each other; we ſuppoſe Them more 
united, in ſome reſpects, than the Sub/trata are 
ſuppos d in your Scheme; becauſe equally pre- 
ſent every where: We admit ſome common 
Ties or Bands of Union, which we call een. 
tial Attributes and Perfections. Either there. 
fore allow us Our way of ſpeaking; which we 
think decent and proper; ſuitable to the Idea 
we have, and to the Circumſtances of the Caſe; 
founded in the very Nature and Reaſon of 
Things: Or elſe, find out a better for your 
Own; that we may, at length, learn from you, 
how we ought to ſpeak in this Matter. 
Vou will fay, it may be, that the Inſtance 
I have choſen, is not exactly parallel in every 
Circumſtance. - No; God forbid it ſhould. But 
it agrees ſo far as is ſufficient for my pu- 
ole. There is this manifeſt difference, that 
IT 1 . „ PT you 


a Solution, a very good one, both for Himſelf 
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| you ſuppoſe the ſeveral Subſtrata fo many 


parts of God; tho' every one of Them in- 


finitely Wiſe, infinitely Good, infinitely Power- 


ful, infinitely every Thing, but extended. We, 
more conſiſtently, ſuppoſe Three Perſons equal, 
in all reſpects; none of them ſingly part of 


| God; but every one perfect God. 


A ſecond Difference is, that you ſuppoſe all 


| the finite Parts, making one Infinite, to be one 
Being, one God, and one Perſon; by Conti- 


ity, 1 preſume, and a per/0nal Union of the 


Parts. We ſuppoſe Three Perſons to be One 


God, by their inſeparability and the eſſential 
Union of the Per ſons: Which, I hambly con- 
ceive, We arc as able to explain, as you are to 
explain the other; and I hope, more able to 
prove It. 

A third Difference permit me to mention, 


chat you ſuffer your Imaginations to wander, 


where you can find no Footing; we are con- 
tent to #nderſtand only, and that imperfectly. 
without imagiuing at all. | 

In fine, you have philoſophiz d ſo far, in 


Thele high and deep Matters, that you ſeem to 
want all the ſame favourable Allowances, which 
we are thought to do. Others may object ſeve- 
{ ral Things to us, which would bear equally 


bard upon us Both. The ſimplicity of the di- 


vine Nature, for Inſtance, is one of the ſtrongeſt 


| and moſt popular Objections: But the learned 


Doctor has broke through it; and has contrived 


and 
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and Us *. I have often thought no Hands fo pro- 
per to be employed againſt the Doctrine of the 


Bleſſed Trinity, as Thoſe which are good only at 


pulling down, and not at building up. If once 
you come to ſettling and determining Points of 
a myſterious Nature ; there will be as fair a Plea 
for This alſo: And I doubt not but the fame 
Thread of Reafoning, which firſt brought you 
to queſtion it, will, when carefully purſued, 
and as ſoon as you perceive the like Difficul- 
ties almoſt in every thing, bring you to make 
leſs Scruple of it. But leſt others ſhould ima. 
gine, from what hath been ſaid, that They 
may have {ome Advantage over us; let me add 
theſe few Conſiderations farther. | 

1. That what hath been urged, is not pure. 
ly arguing ad Hominem; but it is appealing to 


what good Senſe and impartial Reaſon dictates 


equally to Vou, or Us; on ſuch, or ſuch Sup- 
poſitions. 

2. That if we come to reaſon minutely on 
any other Matter, alike incomprehenſible as 


This of the Holy Trinity, we may ſoon lole 


our ſelves in inextricable Mazes. 

3. That if They plcaſe to take any other 
Hypotheſts of the Omnipreſence, They may 
meet with Difficulties there allo, perhaps not 
inferior to the former. | 

4. That if They chuſe to reſt in generals, 
without any Hypotheſis at all, and without de- 
ſcending to the Modus, and Minutiæ of it; 


Anſwer to the Sixth Letter, p. 39. 40» This 


„„ // i Eh A. 
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This is the very Thing which we defire, and 


| contend for, in regard to the Bleſſed Trini 


(which ought certainly to be equally dealt with) 


and then we may ſoon come to a good Agree- 
| ment. | 


By purſuing this Point, I had almoſt negle&- 


| ed the learned Doctor's Third Aphoriſm: That 


nothing 1 ndividual can be communicated. 
Here is as great a Fallacy and Ambiguity in 


| the word Individual. as before in the word 


Being. 1 ſhall make This plain to you. That 
particular Subſtance, which is ſuppoſed to 


bervade. and to be commenſurate to the Sun, 
| is an individual Being, in ſome Senſe; unlels 
| there be a Medium between @ Being and not 
4 Being, which the learned Doctor admits not: 


The whole Subſtance likewiſe is one individual 


| Being, and Per/ou too; upon the Doctor's 
| Hypotheſis : And we lay farther, that three 
| Perſons may be one individual Being; having, 

| we think, a very good meaning in it. So here 


are plainly three Senſes of the word Individual; 


| and till you can fix a certain principle of Indi- 
| viduation, (a Thing much wanted, and by 
| which you might oblige the learned World) any 
| one of theſe Senſes appears as juſt and reaſon- 


able as another. Now, the Doctor's Maxim. 
rightly underitood, may be true, in all theſe 


| Senſes. For, in reſpect of the Firſt, what is 


peculiar and proper to one Part, is not cam- 


municated. or common to other Parts: In re- 


pet of the Second, what is proper to one Per- 
| fon, 
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ſon, is not common to other Perſons: And ſo, 
in reſpect of the Third, what is proper to one 
Eſſence or Subſtance, is not common to other 
Eſſences or Subſtances. All this is very true: 
but to what purpoſe is it, or whom does the 
learned Doctor contradict ? This is only telling 
us, that / far, or in ſuch reſpect, as any i 
| thing is ſuppoſed individual or imcommunica 
— 14 ble, it is ſuppoſed individual or incommunica- 
ble; which no Body doubts of. But whether 


It This, or That be communicable, or how far, 
1 G or in what manner (which is all the difficulty) 
4 remains a Queſtion as much as ever; and the 
1 Doctor's Maxim will not help us at all in it. 


It may be the ſafeſt way, firſt to try the ſtrength 

and the uſe of it upon the Doctor's own H. 
_ potheſrs. Let it be ask'd, whether the Wil- 
1 dom, Gc. reſiding in that Part which pervades 
wy the Sun (for it ſeems that ir muſt be zutelli. 
1 gent, and znfinitely ſo; unleſs one infinite In- 
i telligent be made up of Uniuntelligents, ot 
finite Intelligents) I ſay, let it be ask'd. whe. 
ther that be the very individual Wiſdom which 
reſides in another Part, at any given Diſtance, 
I preſume, to this Queſtion, you muſt anſwer, 
Ze And then we are to obſerve, that here is 
but one individual infinite Wiſdom, which is 
entirely in the whole, and entzrely in every 
part; proper, in ſome Senſe, to each /ing/e 
Part (ſince it can have only ſuch Attributes as 
inhere in it) and yet common to All; Di: 


fuſed through extended Subſtance, yet -4 


T 
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; extended: Nor multiplied, becauſe bur 
One. If you admit thus far, as I think you 
* muſt, we ſhall have nothing to apprehend, in 


| and turning upon you your own Artillery. But 
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point of Reaſon (which nevertheleſs is what 


| you chicfly rruſt to) againſt the Doctrine of 
the Trinity. The Communication of Eſſential 
Attributes, which we ſpeak of, is, at leaſt, as 
Intelligible as what I have been mentioning z 
| and every whit as conſiſtent with the Doctor's 
| Maxim, that nothing which is Individual can 
| be Communicated. Only You have your Senſe 
of Individual, and We have our; and You 
| can account no better for ſo many, and infinite- 
ly diſtant Parts making one Perſon, than We 
| for three Perſons making one Subſtance, or one 
God. Ler us therefore be content to ſtop 
where it becomes us; and frankly confeſs our 
| Tenorance of theſe Things. For, by pretend- 
| ing farther, we ſhall not diſcover leſs Ignorance 
| than before, but much greater Vanity. I would 
| not have preſumed to diſcourſe thus freely of 
the tremendous Subſtance of the eternal God 
| (infinitely ſurpaſſing Human Comprehenſion ) 
| were it not, in a manner, neceſſary, in order to 
| expoſe the Folly, and the Preſumption of doing 


it. If the Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity is 


| to ſtand or fall by this kind of reaſoning, it was 


very proper to make ſome Trial of it firſt, 


| Where it might be done more ſafely, ro ſee how 


it would anſwer. You, I prefume, cannot com- 
plain of me, for treating you in your own way; 


ro 
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to proceed; You are poſitive in it, that the Sm 
of God hath not the individual Attributes if 
God the Father; for then, ſay you, He muſt 
be the Father. On the contrary, I affirm that 
He hath the individual Attributes of God the 
Father, as much as He has the individual Ef. 
fence: For, otherwiſe He muſt be a Creature 
only: And therefore the Queſtion between you 


and me, in plain Terms, is, whether the Son 


be God, or a Creature. 


Grau K. 


Whether if They (the Attributes belonging to 
the Son) be not individually 7he ſame, they 
can be any thing more than faint Reſem- 
blances of them, differing from them as 
Finite from Infinite; and then in what 
Senſe, or with what Truth, can the Doctor 


pretend that all divine Powers, except ab- 
ſolute Supremacy and Independency , are 


communicated to the Son! And whether 
every Being, beſides the one. ſupreme Be- 
ing, muſt not neceſſarily be a Creature, and 
finite; and whether all divine Powers can 
be communicated to a Creature, infinite 


Perfection to a finite Being? 


Have put under One Query, what before 
[| made Two, becauſe the Subſtance of Them 
is nearly the fame; and contains but one Argu- 
ment. I have two Things upon my Hands at 

Script. Doctr. p. 298. | Once; 
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once; firſt ro clear and fix your Senſe, which 
s induſtriouſly diſguiſed; and next to confute 
it. The prelent Query relates chiefly to the 
former, to draw you out of general and ambi- 
guous Terms, that ſo we may come up the 
| cloſer, and fall directly to the point in Queſtion. 
| You tell me, in anſwer to the former part, 
| that the divine Attributes of the Son are not 
| individually the ſame with thoſe of the Fa- 
ther. By which you mean that they are not 
| Divine: And fo here you have diſcovered, that 
| the Doctor does not underſtand Divine, as 
| others do in this Controverſy; and as a candid 
and ingenuous Reader might be apt ro under- 
| ſtand Him. You add, that They (the Attri- 
| butes of the Son) are, notwithſtanding, more 


than faint Reſemblances; the Son being the 


| Brightneſs of his Father's Glory, and the ex- 


preſs Image of his Perſon. I allow that this 
Text does fer forth a great deal more than a 


| fart Reſemblance : But you have not ſhown 


that your Hypotheſis ſuppoſes fo much; and 


therefore the quoting of this Text is only ar- 


guing againſt your ſelf, The Inference we draw 
from this Text, conſonant to all Antiquity, is, 


that the Reſemblance between Father and Son 
is compleat and perfect; and that therefore 


They do not differ as Finite and Infinite, ſince 
that Suppoſition would ſet Them at an Invite 


| diſtance from any ſuch perfect and complear 


Reſemblance. You obſerye farther, that there 
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great Importance, you are pleas d barely to lay 


is plain that infinize Power, Wiſdom, Good. 
neſs, Sc. of One, do not exclude the nfnite 


* 
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can be but one Intelligent Being (the ſame, 


with you, as Per ſon) abſolutely infinite in all 
reſpects, (p. S.) which, tho' an Aſſertion of 


down, without the leaſt tittle of Proof, or ſo 
much as pretence to it, Nay, you admit in 
your * Notes, that there may be #200 Infinite 
Beings, in the Senſe of immenſe; that is, two 
Beings omnipreſent, or infinitely extended 
And why not as well Two Perſons infinitely 
perfect in all other reſpects, as well as pre. 
ſence? For to ule your own way of arguing, 
in that very Place: If fuite Power, Wiſdom, 
Goodneſs, Sc. do not exclude Infinite; it 


Power, Wiſdom, Goodneſs, Sc. of Ano- 
ther. Beſides that Two, Infinite in All re. 
2 are as eaſily conceived, as Two, In- 

nite in Any: And therefore, here you ſeem, 
by your too liberal Conceſſions, to have un- 
faid what you had ſaid before ; and to have un- 
ravell'd your own Objection. You are aware 
that an Adverſary may take advantage of what 

ou fay ; and endeavor, lamely, to prevent it, 


by telling us (p.56.) that, tho” it be poſſible 


One Infinite, in the Senſe of immenſe, dees not (by taking 1 
all Space) exclude (neceſſarily) an other Immenſe, any more than it 
excludes any Finite, For if a finite Being doth not exclude (God) 
from a finite Place, it is plain that an Infinite, that is, an immenſe 
Being cannot exclude Him from Infinite, that is, from immenſe 
Place. So that perhaps it is no ſuch abſolute impoſlibility, as ſomt 
have thought it, to ſupfoſe two diſtinct immenſe Beings, Not. p. g6- 
3 | 10 
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to ſuppoſe two diſtinct immenle Beings, yet it 


is impoſſible there {ſhould be two immente Be- 
| ings of the ſame individual Nature; tor to, 


They muſt coincide, and be but one Perſon. 


But what if thoſe who aſſert the ſame indivi- 
dual Nature, in more Perſons than one, un- 
derſtand the Words in a larger Senſe than you 
| here take Them in? It is very certain, they do 
| not underſtand the Phraſe of the ſame indivi- 
| dual Nature, as You, who make it equiva- 
| lent to the ſame Perſon, underſtand it: For, 
| they aſſert more Perſons than one to have 
| the ſame individual Nature. In the mean 


while, what a wonderful diſcovery is this, 


which you have laid ſuch a ſtreſs on; that 
| two Perſons cannot be one Perſon, with- 


out coincidiug and making one Perſon. This 
is all that you have really ſaid; and very 


| true it is; only I am at a loſs to find out 


the petinency of it. To conclude this Head: 


As to Infinite in the Senſe of Extenſion, 


(into. Length, Breadth and Highth ) you will 
give me leave to ſuſpend my Judgment. I do 


not find, either that it is aſſerted in Scripture, or 
generally maintain'd by the Fathers; but that 
it is liable to many Difficulties, in point of 
| Reaſon, more than I am, at preſent, able to 


anſwer. Sce what a * late thoughtful Writer has 
ſaid, and what f Cudworth had before Collect- 


* Impartial Inquiry into the Exiſtence and Nature of God, by S. C. 
Part 2. C. 1, 2, 3. 
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ed on that Subject. In my Humble Opinion, 
ſuch intricate Queſtions are too high for Us; 
and are what our Faculties were not made for 
However that be, You and I need not differ 
For, if You can admit the poſſibility of Tus 
infinite extended Beings,” You can have no- 
thing conſiderable to object againſt the one In. 
finity of Three infinite Perſons, which I aſſert, 
and without determining the modus of it. 
You proceed to oblcrve, that the don Office 
and Character doth not require infinite Powers: 
To which I ſhall only ſay, that it may, for any 
thing you know; ſo that this is only gueſſing 
in the Dark, Laſt of all, you come to interpret 
Dr. Clarke; ſuppoſing Him to mean by Di 
vine Powers, all divine Powers relating to 
the Son's Character. If He meant fo, He 
might eaſily have ſaid fo: And yet if He had, 
He had ſtill left us in uncertainties as much as 
ever; to muſe upon a Diſtinction, which He 
has no ground for; and which, when admitted, 
will make no Man wiſer. You hope, the 
Queriſt is ſo good a Philoſopher as to per. 
cerve, (tho He doth not conſider it) that 
abſolute infinite Perfeftions include and it: 
fer Supremacy and Independency. And there: 
fore, when Dr. Clarke excepted Supremat) 
and Independency, He plainly, in Reaſi 
and Conſequence, excepted abſolute infuntt 
Powers. 


Script. Doctr. p. 298. 


Now 


Qu. X. of ſome QUERIES. 179 


„ Now, I am perſwaded, that Dr. Clarke would 
have thought it hard meaſure to have been 
T charged, by his Adverſaries, with this ſo plain 
T, Comſequence, Which you here fo freely lay 
z0 upon Him. The Queriſt was aware that the 


0- Doctor's words might bear an orthodox Senſe ; 
. namely, that to the Son are communicated all 
n, W things belonging to the Father, excepting only 


what is Per ſonal; that is, excepting that He is 
„not the jfir/? in Order; not Supreme, in that 
„ VLenſe, nor Un- originate. The Doctor well 
ny W knew that His words might bear this Conſtru- 
ns W dion; and perhaps would not have took it well 
ret W of any, but a Friend, that ſhould have tied 
):- WW down a /oo/e and general Expreſſion to a ſtrif# 
% WM particular Meaning; and then have loaded it 


He W wich Conſequences too ſhocking to be admitted 
ad, in plain and expreſs Terms. But to proceed: 
as WW You ſeem to be much offended at the Queriſt, 
He for asking. I hether all divine Powers can 
ed, be communicated to a Creature, infinite Per- 
the fection to a finite Being? This, you fay, is an 
6. evident Contradiction, which ought not to 
bat have been put by one Scholar upon Another. 
. But, after this Rebuke, will you pleaſe to 
e. hearken to the reaſon of the Caſe. The dif- 
acy WF ficulty, you know, with the Queriſt, was, 
% how to come at the Doctor's real Senſe, couch'd 


under general and ambiguous Expreſſions; thar 
o the Controverſy might be brought to a Point; 
and it might be ſeen plainly what was the true 
ſtare of the Queſtion: Which, as appears now, 
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is only this: whether God the Son be a Cre. 
ture or no. The Doctor talk'd of the Son's 
having divine Powers, and all divine Power, 
It was very proper to ask you, whether He 
hereby meant znfinite Powers or no; and 
withal to ſhow, if you ſhould not anſwer d. 
rectly, that He could not mean it, con{if: 
ently with the Arian Hypotheſis, which He 
ſeem'd, in other parts of his Performance, to 
eſpouſe. You will not yer ſay directly, that 
the Son's Perfections are finite, nor deny 
them to be znfrnite: So hard a thing it is to 
draw you out of your ambiguous Terms ; or to 
make you ſpeak plainly what you mean. Al 
you are pleasd to ſay, is, that the Powers or 
Perfections of the Son are not abſolutely in- 
finite: As if infinity were of two Sorts, 40. 
ſolute and limited; or might be rightly divided 
into Infinity, and not Infinity. Inſtead of 
this, I could with, that words may be uſed in 
their. true and proper meaning. If you do 
not think the Perfections of the Son are - 
finite, and yet are unwilling to limit them; 
let them be called zndefinite, which is the pro- 
per word to expreſs your meaning ; and then 
every Reader may be able to underſtand us 
and may ſee where we differ. We are now Both 
agreed, that the Doctor, by divine Powers, 
did not mean infuite Powers. Now let us pro- 
ceed to the next Query. 
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to the Senſe of thoſe 
to theſe following ? 


Applied to the one God. 

Thou, even Thou, 
|| WW art Lord alone; Thou 
or bat made Heaven, the 
n. Heaven of Heavens 
+. With all their Hoſt. 
d the Earth and all 
of inge that are there. 
in In, &c. Neh. 9. 6. 


5 In the Beginning , 
1; Cod created the Hea- 
o. ee and the Earth, 
-n Cen. 1. I. 
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RT 


IWhether if the Doctor means by divine Powers, 
Powers given by God (in the ſame Senſe 
as Angelical Powers are divine Powers) 
only in a higher degree than are given to 
other Beings; it be not equivocating, and 
ſaying nothing: nothing that can come up 


Texts before cited, * or 


To God the Son. 


All Things were 
made by Him, Joh. 1. 3. 
By Him were all 
Things created; He is 
brfore all Things, and 
by Him all Things con- 
ſift, Coloſ. 1. 16, 17. 


Thou, Lord, in the 
Beginning, haſt laid 
the Foundation of the 
Earth; and the Hea- 
vens are the work of 


thy Hands, Heb. 1. 10. 


o | 

th 5 

8. F the Doctor means, by divine Powers, no 
0- more than is intimated in this Query, I muſt 


blame Him firſt for equivocating and playing 
vith an ambiguous Word ; and next for reſtrain- 
ns and limiting the Powers of the Son of God; 


* Qu 6. 2. 89. 
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not only without, but againſt Scripture; and 
conſequently for giving us, not the Scripture 
Doctrine of the Trinity, but his own. That 
there is no ground, from the Texts themlſelyes 
for any ſuch Limitation as is now ſuppoſed, is 
tacitely implied in the Doctor's own Confeſſion; 
that the Son is excluded from nothing but a4. 
ſolute Supremacy and Independency : So naty. 
rally does Truth ſometimes prevail, by its own 
native Clearneſs and Evidence, againſt the | 
ſtrongeſt and moſt ſettled Prejudices. Indeed, the 
thing is very clear from the Texts themſelves 
cited above; eſpecially when ſtrengrhened with 
Thoſe now produced under this Query. That 
the Son was, and is endowed with creative 
Powers, is plain from theſe Texts, and others 
which might be added; and is confirmed by 
the unanimous Suffrage of Catholick Antiquity. 
And that the Title of Creator is the diſtinguiſh- 
ing Character of the one Supreme God, is ſo 
clear from * Scripture, that He who runs may 
read it. Now let us conſider what you have 
to except, in order to elude the force of this 
Argument. | 

The Son of God, you ſay, is manifeſtly tht 
Father's Agent in the Creation of the Un 
ver ſe; referring to Epheſ. 3.9. and to Heb. I. 2 
from whence you infer, that He is ſubordinate 
in Nature and Powers to Him. This you 


have (p. 58.) and in your Notes (. 55.) yo 


Nehem. 9. 6. IHA. 40. 12, 13. — 18, 19, 20, 21, Cs. Il 
42+ F. 8. Ia. 43. 1. 10. Jer. 10. 10. 11, 12, 1 
| | inſiſt 
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inſiſt much upon the Diſtinction between / ad- 
77, and br abr, explaining the former of an 
inſtrumental, and the Jatter of an efficzent 
Cauſe ; of which more in due time and place. 
As to the Son's being Agent with, or Aſſiſtant 
7 the Father, in the work of Creation, we 
readily admit it; and even contend for it. The 
Father is primarily, and the Son /erondarily, 
or immediately, Author of the World; which 
is ſo far from proving that He is inferior, in 
Nature or Powers, to the Father; that it is 
rather a-convincing Argument that He is equal 
in Both. A Subordination of Order, but none 
of Nature, is thereby intimated. * Euſebius, 
whom you quote (p. 55.) out of Dr.Clarke, and 
f miſtranſlate to ſerve your purpoſe, does not 
deny the proper Efficiency of the Son in the 
Work of Creation. All He aſſerts is, that the 


Creation is primarily and eminently attributed 


to the Father, becauſe of his AuFama, his Pre- 
rogative, Authority, S upremacy, as Father, or 
firſt Perſon ; not denying the Son's Proper Effi- 
ciency, but only (if I may fo call it) original 


* See Euſcb. Contr. Marcel. J. 1. c. 20. p. 84- | 
+ The learned Doctor, and after Him, You conſtrue var, and 


„ avrod, by efficient, and miniſtring Cauſe. As if 'a miniſtring 


Cauſe might not be efficient, or muſt neceſſarily be oppoſed (0 
it, 

+ This ts excellently iluftrated by the elder Cyrill. large; ern 
T4 rar r,, 15 2 TT 095 re agk 6 "yo; mr mire 8 p- 
FORE ive To fn, r0 ge nei To FAT EA u adhs, l. ig ucias, PPY, 9 
15 i rd un ig 80349 7 Aas qu hep N, x94 um gare 
anh,ẽJ A davwöriag T iey In parup mn weTw?, in d "yes F va” 
4 ig Samsun, 4 F u airs. Catech. 11. p. 146. 
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Efficiency; that is, making Him the /econd 
and not the fir/? Perſon; not Father but Soy. 
Indeed, the * general Opinion of the Antients 
center'd in this; that the Father, as Supreme, 
iſſued out Orders for the Creation of the Uni- 
verſe, and the Son executed them. And this 
was aſſerted, not oply by the Ante-Nicene 
Writers, but f Poſt lien too; and ſuch as 
ſtrenuouſly defended the Cathol:ck Faith againſt 
the Arians. I have before obſerved that the 
Antients had a very good meaning and inteut 
in aſſigning (as it were) to the Three Perſons, 
their ſeveral Parts or Provinces in the Work of 
Creation: And let no Man be offended, if, in 
this way of conſidering it, the Son be ſome- 
times ſaid bn, or va, or the like. 
This need not be thought any greater diſparage- 
ment to the Dignity of the Son, than it is, on 
the other hand, a diſparagement to the Dignity 
of the Father to be repreſented as having the 
Counſel and Aſſiſtance of two other Perlons; 
or as leaving every Thing to be wiſely or- 
der'd, regulated, and perfected by the Son and 
Holy Spirit. Theſe Things are not to be ſtrid- 
ly and rigorouſly interpreted according to the 
Letter; but ozoprcs, and Jrore:ras. The de- 
ſign of all was: 1. To keep up a more lively 
Senſe of a real Diſtinction of Perſons. 2. To 
teach us the indiviſible Unity and Co-eſlcntiality 


Sie Irenæus, p. 8. Tertullian, Contr. Prax. c. 12. Hippolyt. 
ntr. Noet. c. 14. | 
| T See Petavius de Trin. . 2. C. 7. Bull. D. F. P · 80. 111 e 
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of all Three, as of one“ Creator. 3. To ſignify 
wherein that Unity conſiſts, or into what it 
ultimately reſolves, vg. into Unity of Prin- 
ciple, one 'Apxn, Head, Root, Fountain of all. 
As to the Diſtinction between i avrs, and vn" 
ard, per quem and ex quo, or the like; it can 
be of very little ſervice to your Cauſe. The 
prepoſition 2/4, with azgenitive after it, is 
trequently uſed, as well in Scripture as in Ec- 
cleſiaſtical Writers, to expreſs the efficzent Cauſe, 
as much as b, or C., or e, or any other. 
So that the Argument drawn from the uſe of 
the Prepoſitions is very poor and trifling, as was 
long ſince obſerved by f Baſil the Great, who 
very handſomly expoſes it's Author and In- 
ventor, Hetius, for it, Pleaſe bur to account 
clearly for one Text, out of many, (Rom. 
11. 36.) Of Him, and through Him (N aurs) 
and to Him are all Things ; to whom be Glory 
for ever. If you underſtand this of the Fa- 
ther ; then, by your Argument from the Phraſe, 


N ayrs, you make Him alſo no more than an 


inſtrumental Cauſe: If you underſtand it of 
more Perſons, Here's an illuſtrious Proof of a 
Trinity in Unity. If it be pretended, which 
is the + Doctor's laſt reſort, that although rhe 
ule of thoſe Prepoſitions ſingly be not ſuffici- 
ent, yet when they are uſed in expreſs Contra- 


o Origen, who makes the Father Iprep'/oc, and the Son Ipuryr= 
745, Contr. Celſ. p. 317. yet, in the very /ame Treatiſe, denies that 
the World could have more Creators than one. Mu I1ewirg dad au- 
Awy au Viori ce, p. 18. ä 

De Spir. Sanct. p. 145. c. 


+ See Script. Doctr. p. 90. diſtin- 
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diſtinctiou to each other, they are of more 
Significancy; I anſwer firſt, that I deſire to 
know of what Significancy they are in Roy, 
II. 36. where they ſeem to be uſed in expreſs 
Contra diſtinction to each other; and ſecondly, 
admitting that they are of $7gn:ficancy, they may 
ſignify only a real Diſtinction of Perſons. as ct. 

 *Baſil well obſerves; or ſome priority of order 
proper to the fir/f Perſon: This is all the uſe 
which any Catholicx Writer ever pretended to | 
make of the Diſtinction. However, to coun- 
tenance the Diſtinction between the Father as 
the efficient, and the Son as the inſtrumental 
Cauſe, you are pleaſed to ſay farther (. 56.) 
tris remarkable that (according to the Senſe 
of the foregoing Diſtinction) though Chriſt is 

Frequently ſtiled by the Antients Texvirys and 
Anuspy0s, yet Lloinris F GAw! 1 (to the beſt of 
my Remembrance) always confined by Them to 
the Father only f. 

Had your Remark been true and juſt, yet it 
would not be eaſy to ſhow that Txvim1s, or 
however J %, may not ſignify as much as 
e. But your Memory has much deceived 
you, in this Matter; and you ſhould be cautious 
how you make your Readers rely upon it. 
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* De Spir. Sanct. p. 148. - 
+ See Origen Contr. Celſ. p. 315. where the Son is ſaid mov 
T x90 por, and the Father to be WEWT WG, that is, primarily or ent 
nently Dy prreg'/ 6. If TNT HG ſegnified more than uv 063 Origen 
ſpoke very anaccurately. | 
Cyrill of Alexandria ſuppoſes God the Father to have been in 
reality nxiims from everlaſting; ui in Power and Intention on: 


Theſaur. aſſ. 4 p. 34+ Thoſ 
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Thoſe Words (eſpecially the Two laſt of them) 
ſeem to have been uſed by the Antients pro- 


| miſcuouſly ; and to have been applied indif- 
| ferently ro Father or Son, as They had occa- 


fon to mention either. If They are oft'ner 


| applied ro the Father, it is only becauſe He is 


the firſt Perſon; and is therefore primarily 
and emmently, Tiyvirys, Spwpys, Or ¹,ND, 
not that the Son is not ſrictly, properly, and 
compleatly Creator allo, according to the fulleſt 
ſenſe and import of any, or of all thoſe Words. 
They were intended to ſignify that the Son 
is the immediate and efficient Cauſe of all 


Things; had * creatzve Powers; and was, 


with the Father, Creator of Men, of Angels, 
of the whole Univerſe. A late f Writer is 
pleaſed to expreſs Himſelf, upon this Head, in 


| ſuch a manner as may deceive ignorant and un- 


wary Readers. I know not ( /ays He) that 
either Arzans, or any primitive Chriſtian 
Writers, ever adventured to give the Cha- 
« rater of great Architect of the Untverſe 
to Jeſus Chriſt; chuſing rather, with the 
ſacred Writings, to ſay, in ſofter Language, 
that thro” Him God created All, and reſerv- 
ing the abſolute Title of Creator of the Uni- 
* verſe to Another. | 

If He knows not thele Things, He might 
forbear to ſpeak of them. What He ſays, even 


* 
Lad 


CY 
* 


* The Arians themſelves would ſay, ſua virtute fecit, meaning it of 

the Son. See the Citation above, p. 94. | 
+ Mr. Emlyn. Exam. of Dr. Bennet, p. 12. firſt Edit. 
of 
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of the Sacred Writings, is Miſrepreſentation: 
For, They do not conſtantly follow that % 
Language. which He ſo much approves of. They 
do it not, in 70%. 1. 3,10. Colo. 1. 16. Hebr. 
x. 10. Neither can that Conſtruction be aſcer- 
rain'd, in any one of theſe Texts, from any ze. 
eſſary force of the Prepoſition 21. As to An. 
tiquity, which this Gentleman prerends to, He 
may Eno, hereafter, that the Character of 
great Architect of the Univerſe, is expreſſy 
given to Ze/us Chriſt, by Euſebius; who was 
never ſuſpected of carrying Orthodoxy too high, 
A Man muſt be a very ſtranger to the Antzents, 
who can make any Queſtion whether They at 
tributed the Work of Creation to the Son, as 
much as to the Father. They aſcribed it equally 
to Both; only with this difference, as before 
obſerved, that, for the greater Majeſty and 
Dignity of the Father as the fr? Perſon, 
They ſuppoſed Him to iſſue our Orders, or 
to give his Fiat, for the Creation, and the Son 
to Execute. From henee we may caſily under- 
ſtand in what Senſe the Title of Creator was 
© premarily, or eminently attributed to the Fa- 
ther; and yet, as to any real Power or E ffict- 
ency, the Son is as truly and properly Creator; 


a O pies Twy Aw) uus s ag. Euſeb. E. H, I 10. c. 4. 
Pag. 316. | 3 
b Ts we zrugg tb hανεννν 2 x j,, 1 5 yoo, T6g0500|0- e 
Mo uhαεαννν, I d re . Teiporro; i avto/ro;, Iten. p. 28. 
Ed. Bened. 
narip ide, "ye; I x I νοEu e. Hippol. Contr, 
Noet. p. 16. | 
c Newry, Meer. Orig. Contr, Celſ. p. 317+ 1 


P 


WV; 
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and is frequently ſo ſtiled, by the primitive 
Writers, in the * fulleſt and ſtrongeſt Terms. 
You may ſee iome Teſtimonies, in the Margin, 
from Athenagoras, Tatian, Irenzus, Clement 
of Alexandria, and Origen. It would be eaſy 
to add more, from Hippolytus, Gregory of 
Neocæ ſarea, Novatian, and indeed from the 
generality of the Church Writers down from 
Barnabas to the Council of Nice. I muſt ob- 
ſerve to you, that even your admired f Euſe- 
bius (whom you before quoted in your favour, 
miſtaking Him very widely ) He applies the 
Title of -wwT1s F , (the higheſt which you 
think the Father Himſelf can have) to the Son, 


be eq aimed P 2 * aimd man tyivere , iv; ivr > rod e b 


rs 'yod, Athenag, p. 38. Ed. Oxon, Obſerve s are, as well 


as d ayrod, | 
| Aim aur Tw D u Ss. Aſie Iyprigryss. Tatian- 
p. 22. 26. Edit. Ox. 

Tebr pooroegevn Toure TerTwy mowry, Iren. pag. 44+ Fd. Bened. 
Tobe 490 νẽẽi ig T& wie ianav3ore, Ibid. Tor F Tas- 
n, Y Inwizpyo!, & many, A692! Tod Ord, p. 79. Tar d- 
r A605, p. 190+ Fabricator Omnium, p. 219. Fabricator 
Univerſorum, p. 307. 

'N T4 Tem Dl wispgmrey. Clem. Alexandr. p- 7. Edit. Oxon. 
Lupur army Otoy f1% Av up you Cv TATE. p. 142. 
Ilavme 6 A636 av r 04 wig. red v9rws H Tos 
Arpars IM wioupy3s, p- 310. H 7 a Ap. p. 669. 0 Acy@- 
nuueuqi am, p-. 654. nan nu, Dy wroup/S, P. 758. 

Tes a9 G ue M, 90% 0 TaT1p αν,ν] WETUARTO, Origen. 
Contr. Celſ. p. 63. FL 

Anpwicupyor F navTey, ang, air,, F x4T, Origen. apud 
Huct, Origenian. p. 38. | 

N. B. This laſt Citation, from a Catena, is of leſs Authority; but 
the Citations from his other certainly genuine Works, are, in Senſe, 
equivalent. 

Euſeb. in Pſalm. p. 125. 564. 630. in the firſt of the three 
Places, the Words are remarkably full and ſtrong. O Iyywioupy3; neg, 
9 2% e F hwy. The other Two are equivalent in Senſe, Nowry; P 
nen, and 6 monty; as d-; where d, it underſtood, | 


no 
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no leſs than thrice ; as Irenæus had done, thrice 
allo, before, in Words equivalent; and Origes, 
probably, once; as allo * H:ppolytus : not to 
mention that almoſt All the Fathers by inter- 
preting, Ger. 1. 26. ( Tauncup.y av3pomay Sc.) of 
Father and Son jointly, have implicitely and 
conſequentially, tho not expreſly, ſaid the 
fame thing. To proceed: 

Lou have an Argument to prove that Creat- 
ing does not imply infinite Power. For, you 
tay, was the extent of thoſe Powers, then ex- 
ercis'd, infinite, tis evident, the World muſt 
be infinite alſo, (p58) This, indeed, is do- 
ing the Zuſineſs at once: For, if this reaſoning 
be juſt, the Father Himſelf, as well as the Son, 
is effectually excluded from ever giving any 
ſenſible Proof, or from exerting any Act, of 
infinite Power. St. Paul's Argument from the 
Creation, for the eternal Poder and Godhead of 
the Creator, is rendred inconcluſive : For it wil 
be eaſy to reply, in Contradiction to the Apo- 
ſtle's reaſoning, that the Things which are made 
are fuite; and therefore cannot prove the 
maker of Them to be innite So that Atheiſts 
and Unbelievers were not ſo entirely without 
excuſe, as the good Apoſtle imagin'd, If you 
think there is ſome difference between infinite 
Poder, and eternal Power and Godhead; and 
therefore that the Apoſtle's Argument is not 


* Contr, Beron. & Hel. p. 226. Comp. Contr. Noet. p. 16. 
The genuineſs of the firſt is ſomewhat doubiſul; but the laſt is wi 
gueſtion'd. 
pete 
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inent to the point in Hand; I ſhall be con- 
rent if Creating be allowed a ſufficient Proof 
of the Son's eternal Power and Godbead; 
ſince it brings me directly to the Point I aim 


| at: Beſides, that infinite Power will come in 
of Courle afterwards, by neceſſary Inference and 
| Implication. I had almoſt forgot to take notice 
| of your way of wording your Argument, which 
| looks not very fair. 
„, thoſe Powers infinite; as if any one ſaid it 


You fay, was the extent 


was, in the Senſe wherein you underſtand the 


| word extent. For Reaſons beſt known to your 


ſelf, you do not diſtinguiſh between extent of 
Power ad intra, in reſpect of Degree; and 
extent of Power ad extra, in reſpect of the 
exerciſe of it. It may require an infinite De- 


gree of Power, to create a grain of Sand; tho 


the extent of that outward Act reaches no far- 
ther than the thing created. Now, you know, 
our diſpute is only about infinite extent of 
Power in the firſt Senſe. Let us therefore put 
the Argument into plain Words, and ſee how 
it will bear. | 
Was the Power exercis'd in the Creation 
infinite in Degree, or excecding any finzte 
power, then it is evident that the World 
* muſt be infinite. Make this out, with any 
tolerable Senſe or Connexion, and you'l do 


ſomething. Next let us put the Argument in 


the other Light. 
** If the Power exercis'd in the Creation ex- 
** tended to an infinite Compaſs, or to an in- 
| „ 
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finite Number of Things, then it zs evident 
that the World muſt be mfinite. Right: 
If the Creation had been infinite in extent. 
the Creation muſt have been znfnte in ex. 
rent, But who is it that you are diſputing 
_ againſt ? Or whom do you oblige by theſe Di- 
coveries? The Queſtion is, whether the Creat. 
ing, that is, producing out of Nothing, any one 
ſingle Thing, however ſmall in extent, be not 
an Act proper to God only; excceding any 
. fintte Power; incommunicable to any Creature 
It is ſufficient for Jou. to put *Us upon the proof 
of the Affirmative: No conſidering Man would 
ever attempt to prove the Negative. As to the 
Affirmatzve, there are many very probable pre- t 
ſumptive Proofs, ſuch as ought to have great t 
Weight with Us: particularly, Creation every WF " 
where in Scripture look'd on as a divine ad; . 
Not ſo much as a Grain of Sand, or a Particle of . 
Matter, faid to be created by an Angel, or Arch- MW / 
angel, or any Creature whatever; Reaſonable to / 
ſuppoſe that nothing can come into Being by 
any Power leſs than His, who is the Author / 
and Fountain of all Being. To this agrees the MW 
general Senſe of the more ſober and thinking 
Part of Mankind. This was the Doctrine of the 
* Ante-Nicene Catholick Writers, ſo far as ap- 


— . . JA ].. 


Hoc Deus ab Homine differt, quoniam Deus quidem facit, Ho- 
mo autem fit; & quidem Qui facit, ſemper Idem eft. Iren. p. 246 


Ed. Bened. 
Nihil enim in totum Diabolus invenitur feciſſe, vidclicet cum & 


Ipſe Creatura ſit Dei, quemadmodum & reliqui Angeli. Iren. 5.116, 
See alſo Bull. D. F. Epilog. p. 291, 292. c 


peu; 
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as well as of Thoſe that came aſter. 


| Wherefore the Arzans, in aſcribing Creation to 


a Creature, innovated in the Faith of Chriſt, 


| copied after the Gno/izcks, and expoſed their 


Cauſe. Since They reſolved to make a Creature 
only, of the Son of God, they ſhould not have 


| allowed Him any Power of Creating; but 


ſhould have interpreted all thoſe Texts which 
ſpeak in favour of it, as the Hocinians have done 


ſince, of a metaphorical Creation. That in- 
| deed had been novel, and ftrain'd enough; bur 
| accompanied with leſs abſurdity than the other. 


However, This uſe we may make of whar 'the 
Arians ſo univerſally granted; Firſt, to obſerve, 
that Scripture and Tradition muſt have appeared 
to run very ſtrong, at that time, for it: And it 


may farther ſhow, how eaſy and natural that 


Notion muſt be allowed to be, which ſo many 
could not forbear expreſſing clearly and di- 
finely; even frequently when, at the ſame 
time, they were about to affirm, and en- 
deavoring to prove ſomething not very con- 
ent with it. But we ſhall have more of this 
Matter in the following Queries. 


O Query 
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Query XII. 


Whether the Creator 0 F all Things was not 
Himſelf uncreated; and therefore could 
not be & Gon. b, made out of nothing, 


T*HIS and the four following Queries, axe, 
you tay, all, at moſt, but Arguments, 
ad Ignorantiam, or Verecundiam, (p 59.) t 
put us upon determining Things, on either ſide, 


not clearly revealed. To ſay the Truth, you 


ſeem here to be very much perplex'd ; and 
therefore have reaſon to complain: And I an 
not to expect any very clear and diſtinct An. 
ſwers You admit (9. 60.) that the Creator 
of all Things muſt be Himſelf uncreated Wel 
then: The Son is Creator of all Things; There. 
fore He is ancreated. The Premiſes are Both 
5 oon; The Concluſion mine: And, one 
might think, it ſhould be Your's too. But you 
are, it ſeems, very loth to come into it; and 
diſcover a ſtrong Inclination to clude and evade 
it; if it were any way poſſible for you to do 
it. Let us ſee what you can ſay: If ibe 
Scripture-Senſe be the true and only proper 
Senſe of the word, Creature, (to wit, tht 
viſible and inviſible Worlds brought into bt 
ing by the Power of the Aiy@r, or Son af 
God, in Subordination to the Will and Pout 
of the Father) then tis manifeſt that tht 
ACO, who thus created Them, muſt (what: 
WE ever 
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ever is the nature of his own Production or 
Generation) be, in this way of ſpeaking, un- 
created. This is ſomething myſterious. Ir is 
however very plain that you are ſtraining hard 
for ſome odd, peculiar Senſe of the word, Crea- 
ture, or Created; which is to be called the 
Scripture-Senſe; and if this does not relieye 
you, all is loſt, RS 2410 e 

You give us the Scripture - Doctrine of 
the Creation; expreſſing both the Creation 
it ſelf, and the Per ſon by whom it was 
wrought : and that h Doctrine, tho' ſet 
forth in many Words, you call the Scripture- 
Senſe of that One Word, Creature, or Created. 
As if I ſhould fay ; the Scripture- Account of the 
Ark is, that it was made by Noah; therefore 
the Scripture-Senſe of the word, Ark, implies 
the making of it by Noah. Or, the Scripture- 
Account of the Temple is, that it was built by 
Hlomon; therefore the Scripture-Senſe of the 
word, Temple, ſuppoſes it to be — — 


made — Solomon And if there were ever ſo 
e 


many Temples beſides thar one, yer They could 
not properly be call d Temples, unlets built by 
Solomon. This is juſt as good as your pretence, 
that creating docs not ſignify ſimply, creat- 
ng; but creating by the Ab e Give me leave 
to ask, whether the Fews, who kept theit 
Sabbath in Memory of the Creation, and un- 
doubtedly took their notion of it from Scri- 
Pture, underſtood the word conſtantly in your 
Senſe, as created by the A5y@ ? If they did; 

Oz That 
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That is a point I may make ſome uſe of ang. 
ther Time: If They did not; then the Seri. 
prure-Senſe of the word, Creature, before the 
coming of the Meſſiab. was ſomething different 
from what you have given us. I ſhall only add, 
that your pretended Senſe of the word Creg. 
ture, or Created, does not ſeem to have pre. 
| vailed fo early as St. Yehu's Time. He tells 
us, all Things were made y Him, that is, by 
. the As e-; and without Him, was not any 
Thing made that was made. Might He not 
better have ſaid, in ſhort, all Things were 
created, neither was there any thing but what 
was created; It was perfectly needleſs, if your 
retence be true, to inſert, % Him; becaule, in 
the Scriprure-Senſe of the Word, it was im. 
plied, and the Addition of it only renders it 
Tautology. | 
You go on to ſay, it is, I think, for thi 
reaſon, that the Scriptures never ſay that 
He ts created. Ingenuouſly confels'd ; and 
therefore I hope you will nor preſume, either 
to /ay, or to believe, that He is created. As 
to the reaſon you aſſign for it, it is meer 
Fancy and Fiction: I hope, out of pure Re 
verence to the ſacred [u rit, you will berhink 
our ſelf of ſome better. You add, on the other 
Hand, that the Scriptures never ſay that He 
ic uncreated; forgetting what you had acknow- 


| ledged, in the ſame Page, viz. That the Creator 


of all Things muſt be Himſelf uncreated, it 


an unavoidable conſequence in Reaſun: 4 


Er QJOeÞ. aac 
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that the Ade had created all Things you 
admit, immediately after, as delivered in Scri- 
ture. Wherefore, if Scripture, by una void. 
able Conſequence, does ſay, that He is un- 
created ; 1 hope, Scripture does /ay it. The 
Scriptures, every where, carefully keep up the 
Diſtinction between Creator, and Creature; 


and never confound Both in one. They tell 


us not of any Creature of the Father's, which 
is not a Creature of the Sox's allo. They ay, 
that all Things were made by Him; and to be 


more expreſſive and emphatical, without Him 


was not any Thing made that was made. 
How can this be, if He Himſelf was made? 
$: Ipſe Factus eſt; non per Illum ſunt omnia 
facta, ſed cetera; faith St. Auſtin. 

As to the Senſe of the Ante-Nzicene Writers, 
in this particular, it is well known that they do 
implicitely and conſequentially, almoſt every 


| where, declare the Son to be wuncreated. You 


may fee ſome * Teſtimonies referred to in the 
Margin, where they do it alſo directly, and in 
expreſs Words. I ſcruple not to put Origen 
amongſt Them: His Orthodoxy has been ef- 
fectually defended by the Incomparable Biſhop 
Bull, in the Opinion of the ableſt and moſt 
impartial Judges. The learned Doctor, notwith- 


* Athenagoras, Legat. p. 39. Ed. Ox. Ignat. ad Epheſ. c. 7. 
p. 14. Ed. Ox. Irenzus, |. 2. c. 25. p. 153. Ed. Bened. Origen, 
Contr. Celf. l. 6. p. 287. Dionyſ. Rom. apud Athanaſ. de Decret. 
In. N. p. 232. Dionyſius Alexand. apud Eund. 230. 273. 257. 
Theognoſtus — apud Eund. 230. Methodius apud Phot. p 959- 
Hippolytus ( probably) de Theol. & Incarn. p. 228. | 


O 3 ſtanding 
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ſtanding, has been pleaſed to revive the Diſpute 
about Origens Sentiments: with what Succeſß, 
ſhall be here examin d, as briefly as may be. The 
Words of Origen, which He lays hold on, are 
theſe. b [lewoGumTo 741m TH MpuBpynpamuy, 
applied to the Son. Biſhop Bull, like a skilful 


and a candid Man, who did not care to ſet one 


ambiguous Sentence againſt many. plain ones; 
nor to make an Author manifeſtly inconſiſtent, 
without as manifeſt a neceſſity; rendred the 
Words, very rightly, Antzenter than all Crea. 
tures. The Doctor Himſelf is forc'd to «admit, 
that the Words might bear this Conſtruction: 
And yet d afterwards ſays, that Origen expreſly 
reckon'd the Son among the SprapynuaG®. But 
how expreſfly ? This can never be proved meer- 
ly from the Force of Tg:oCuralo, as a Super. 
lative : unleſs © Euſebius expreſly reckon d the 
Son among Times and Ages; or * Juſtin Mar- 
tyr expreſly reckon'd the Pentateuch among 
profane Hiſtories; or the fame 5 Juſtin ex- 


preſiy reckon'd Moſes and the Prophets among 


the Wiſe- Men of Greece : which is ridicu- 
lous. The Superlative, we ice, hath been 
uſed ſometimes Comparatively; and why not 


a Script. Doctr. p-. 184. 278. 282. | 

b Orig. Contr. Celſ. |. 5. p. 277. | 

e Script. Doctr. p. 184. d Script. Doctr. p. 282. 

e Ileavrm; xc d TevTuy c g 0V7TG, De Laud. Conſtant- 
c. 1. p. 501. Valeſ. | f | 3 b ; 
f "Apxptioreerly mace To ig Isola Try Meets "Ingen, 
Paræn. c. 12. p. 70. Ed. Ox. | 1 
g nęrcum ue Mori aal of d Se wy/oen row * 
af bu onÞay. Paræn. c. 35. p. 118. HI 6 
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by Origen ? He may only appear to ſay, what 
He really does not. There is certainly a wide 
Difference between verbally ſeeming to aſſert, 
and expreſly aſſerting; as much as between bei 

barely capable of ſuch a Senſe, and being capable 


of no other Senſe. How then will the learned 
Doctor be able to make good his Pretenſions? 


He * alledges the whole Tenor of Origen's Opi- 


nion; In which He greatly miſtakes: For the 


whole Tenor of Origen, eſpecially in that Trea- 
tile from whence the Paſſage is taken, is alto- 
gether contrary; as the Learned gyell know, 


and Biſhop Bull hath clearly ſhown. But the 


Doctor has a farther plea from a Paſſage in 
f Athanaſius, which He ſeems ro be much 
pleated with ; referring to it, once, and again, 


in his Scripture- Doctrine. The principal 


Words are theſe : Ti Y & un xver, Y dong 
moos Hugpyy. The Doctor thinks He 
has here diſcovered a + Contra diſtinction be- 
tween & ,, (He neglects xe) and d- 


| 01s Nees Ie We are to ſuppoſe 


T4915 avg; of larger Extent and Signifi- 
cation than 7401s R would have been: and, 
becauſe Huwpyoy goes along with it, we are 
to ſuppoſè that Spuvpmnua was underſtood, by 


Athanaſius, in a larger Senſe than xmas: Laſtly, 


we are to ſuppoſe that Athanaſius is, in this 


* Scrip. Doctr. p. 184. | 
Tn, ier they Oro hanFhi, F g © ve age, xe TAO 
ee ee This Oh, wv» de 87%; & i 6 rad geg 8 te- 
rh nden gn, Sing, 6 F Raid mary. Orat. Contr, Gent. 
p. 39. Ed. Bened. + Script. Doctr. p. 184. | 
O 4 In- 
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Inſtance, the belt Interpreter of Origen, tho 
it does not appear from Origens own Writings, 
that He knew any thing of this peculiar Senſe 
of Jyww nun ; but the Contrary. The bare Re. 
Cital ot ſo many Suppoſitions, advanc'd without 
Proof, or any Shadow of it, might ſuffice for ag 
Anſwer. But we may obſerve. | 

x. That if Athanaſius, being then a young 
Man and an Orator, intended only to vary 
his Phraſe; either to be more emphatical, or to 
give the better Turn and Cadence to a Period 
(and this might be all, for any thing that ap- 
pears to the Contrary) then the Doctor's Criti 
ci ſin falls to the Ground. | 

2. If any Contra diſtiuction was intended, it 
ſhould ſeem that the ſame muſt hold, with re- 
ſpect ro xνẽ and Jyuwpyo: the Conſequence 
whereof is, that God the Father is not xv@@ 
ſo far and wide as He is Jwepys. It will be 
ſome Satisfaction to us, that, if the Son be 
I propa He has no Lord over Him. 

3. The conſtant uſe of Jywwpmua and dywsy 
Js, in other Authors, and even in Athanaſius 
Himſelf, and in this very * Treatiſe, is ano- 
ther ſtrong Preſumption againſt the Doctors 
Criticiſm. | 
2 Ty un one re νν, Ti K Tuck Toy anos Aer piverrt, 
Tgay u kvenrev 6, duarsbis. "Opoioy ap it 71G 7 438 GY 

nx SM! ei, ai Tz iy Th mri ue Ren 
T r Dy prioupyey v, Hin, p- 46. The Words I poop ras and 
OM priovgyey anſwer, in the Similitude and Analogy, to xno{ and 
xnAw7%, going before, Wherefore, I conceive, that, according to Atha- 


naſius, the Two former, when underſtood with relation 10 God , att 
equivalent to the Two latter, 8 
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4. The Conſequences following from the 
Suppoſition of ſuch a Senfe, as the Doctor would 
impoſe upon Athanaſius, may be demonſtrably 
confuted from the fame Treatiſe; nay, from the 
very fame Page where that remarkable Paſ- 
ſage is. 
| For. you muſt know, that, if the Doctor 
underſtands Him right, Athanaſius included the 
| Gon under ds \ammgroiws, Whereof the Fa- 
ther is Jypuspy:s: And lo the Son muſt be d- 
»pmuz according to Athanaſius. Not only 
ſo, but He muſt alſo come under dos ywyrHs 
eas; Which, for the purpoſe, the learned Do- 
| or took care to render all * derivative Be- 
mg, anſwering to his rendring of Jypuwpmue 
| bafterwards. This might lock fair and plauſible, 
had we only that ſingle Sentence of Athanaſius 
to form a Judgment by: Bur it ſtands in a 
pretty large Treatiſe ; wherein we find that 
Athanaſius is ſo far from ſuppoſing the Son to 
be dywoipmua, that He makes Him © , 
of all the inviſible Powers; nay and d Jypuwpes 
| Ty 7arT%s, Which, I think, comes to as much 
35 dr plurp yo; macs ,; and that there- 
tore the learned Doctor may almoſt as reaſon- 
ably bring the Father in, among the Jywwpyn- 
waz of the Son, as vice verſa. To conclude ; 
Athanaſius, within a few lines of that Paſſage 
which the Doctor makes uſe of, exempts the 
Son, clearly and expreſly, from the Rank of 

: 5 oP D. 4- 4 W i Dor. p- 278. 
ſuch 


202 A DEFENSE Qu. XIII 


ſuch derivative Beings, as the Doctor would 
place Him with: "Axa wir ia F hem, 
1d & x . So much for Athanaſins, and 
the Doctor's Criticiſms upon Him. Now, if 
you pleaſe, let Origen be Our's again, till you 
can better make out your Title ro Him. I do 
not know that the Doctor has ſaid any thing 
conſiderable to weaken the Evidence of any 
other of the Authors, referr'd ro in the Mar- 
gin So we may leave Them as They are; and 
proceed to another Query. 


QuEeRr y XIII 


Whether there can be any Middle between 
being made out of nothing, and out of ſome- 
thing; that is, between being out of M. 
thing, and out of the Father's Subſtance; 
between being eſſentially God, and being a 
Creature? Whether, conſequently, the Yon 
muſt not be either eſſentially God, or elſe a 
Creature ? | 


ERE, again, I have run two Queries 
into one, being nearly allied to each 
other, for the conveniency of Method. Que- 
ſtions of this kind you like not: 17 is, you 
ſay, preſſing you to determine Things not 
clearly revealed: As if you had not deter- 
miu d already upon the Points in Queſtion ; 
or were at all afraid of doing it. Permit me 
to ſay, you have determin'd: But becauſe the 
* pag. 39 | Con- 
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Concluſion is too ſhocking to appear in broad 
Terms, and too weak to bear; therefore you 
keep it under Cover, and lay Colours upon it, 


| the better to deceive and draw in an unwary 


Reader: This is what I complain of Let every 
Reader be apprized, that the only Queſtion 
between us is, whether His Creator and Re- 
deemer, be a Creature, or no: and then the 
Cauſe will be brought to a ſhort Iſſue; and it 
will ſoon be ſeen where the Truth lies. Ir 
is not that 1 deſire to draw you into danger 
of Cenſure, of which you are 22 
five; I could not have a Thought ſo mean: 
Beſides that I intended, and dekired. for the 
greater freedom of debate, to be private: And 
You, perhaps, may be 1o ſtill, if you pleaſe. 
It concerns every honeſt Man to have the 
Cauſe fairly laid open. While you are en- 
deavoring to expoſe the recezved Opinion, as 
much as you are able, let your own be ſhown 
in its true Colours, and then ſet againſt it; 
that ſo we may the more caſily judge, which 
has the Advantage upon the Compariſon. You 
are very ſenſible, I doubt not, that the Argu- 
ments againſt rhe Son's being a Creature, bear 
upon you with ſuch Strength, Force, and full 
Light; that you had rather have the pinch 
of the Queſtion conceal'd from the Reader, or 
diſguiſed under other Terms. The Antient 
Arians, the immediate Succeſſors of Arias, 
found it abſolutely, neceſſary to refine upon 
their Leader: to refine; I mean, in Language; 

| fog 


204 AI DEFENSE Qs. Xl 


for their Faith was the ſame. When the World 
was, in a manner, their own; and when They 
were ſo far from fearing cenſure themſelves, 


that they imploy'd rhe ſecular Power to * plun- 


der, perſecute, and deſtroy as many as oppoſe 
Them; even then, Thole Men durſt not fay 
direfly, that the Son of God was 4 Creature 
We have Creed after Creed drawn up by Them; 
and Arins's Poſitions b expreſly diſclaim'd by 


ſome of Them; tho', at the ſame time, They 


meant the ſame Things. And what was the 
meaning of this wary Proceeding ; this walking 
in diſguiſe, while they had nothing to fear from 


the Powers in Being? The Reaſon is plain: 


Their Doctrine was mew, and © ſhocking to 
Chriſtian Ears. It was not fit to appear in 
à clear and plain Words. It was to be infinuared 
only, in remote Hints, and dark Iunuendbs 
People were to be decoy'd, and gradually drawn 
into a c Faith; which if they. had fully un- 
derſtood, and ſeen what it led to, they would 
immediately have deteſted. See to this purpoſe 
a © Paſſage of Hilary worth remarking ; which 
I have thrown into the Margin. 


a See Athanaſ. Vol. 1. p. 110. 317. 321. 346. 362. 386. Hilar 
p. 1291. Baſil, Ep. 70, 51. 182. Greg. Naz. Orat. 20. 23. 2.32. 


b Athanaſ. Vol. 1. p. 176. 275+ Vol. 2. p. 735. Socrat. |. 2. 


c. 10. Sozom. E. Hitt. 1, 3. c. 5. Epiphan. Hæreſ. 73. p. 84%. 


e Athanaſ. Vol.1. p,283, Alexand. Epiſt. Theod- H. p. 26.3% 


d See Athanaſ. Vol. 1. p. 288. 8 
e Hujus quidem uſque adhuc Impietatis Fraude perficitur, ut jam 
fab Antichrifti Sacerdotibus Chriſti Populus non occidat, dum oc 
putant Illi Fei eſſe quod vocis eft, Audiunt Deum Chriſtum, 
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The Arians, or Semi- Arians (for both come 
ro one at laſt) were ſo ſenſible that their Tenets 
would not bear the Light, that they were 
forc'd to diſguiſe and conceal Them under Ca- 
tholick Forms of Speech, with all imaginable 
Art and Subtlety; as was much complain'd of 
by the * Carholicks, who abhorr'd ſuch Artifices. 
The myſtery of theſe Diſguiſes has been already 
intimated. Had they ventured to ſpeak our, 
they could not have deceived any great Num- 
bers. The greater part of their deluded Fol- 
lowers were blinded and hood- wink'd; and 
hardly knew what their Leaders intended, or 
whither they were driving. Theſe were the 
Arts, by which Ar:an:/m prevailed; and yet 
hardly prevailed above Forty Years. Whether 
theſe, or the like prudential Reaſons, determine 
ſome now to proceed with the like Caution, 
and to avoid declaring, in Terms, that the Son 
of God is a Creature, I know not. But this 
| know, that every careful Reader ought to be 
well apprized of the Tendency of your main 
Doctrine. It ſhould be told, that you aſſert, 
though not directly and plainly, yet tacztely 
and con/equentially, that the Maker, Redeemer, 


putant eſſe quod dicitur. Audiunt Film Dei; putant in Dei Na- 
tivitare ineſſe Dei Veritatem. Audiunt Ante Tempora, putant id 
ipſum Ante Tempora, efle quod Semper eſt. Sanctiores Aures ple- 
bis quam Corda Sacerdotum. Hilar. pag. 1266. See alſo Sozom. 
L. H. I. 3. c. 5. | 
* AthanaC p. 235.224, 695. Theod. E. H. p. 27. Socrat- 
E. H. l. 2. c. 45. 
p. 847. Gregor, Nazianz- Orat. 21. p. 387. 
| | | and 
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and Judge of the whole World, is no more than 
a —_— is mutable, and cortuptible; de. 
pends entirely upon the Favour and good Plez. 
fare of God; has a precarious Exiſtence, and 
dependent Powers, finite and limited; and is 
neither ſo perfect in his Nature, nor fo ex. 
alted in Privileges, but that it is in the Fa. 
Zher's Power, according to his own good Plea 
fare, to create Another equal, or even Snperior, 
to Him. Theſe are your Tenets, if you pleak MW 
to fpeak out; and rhele, in the main, are what 
Arinus, being a plain, open, and conſiſtent WW 
Man, at the beginning, very frankly pro- 
feis d. But, if theſe Poſitions appear ſo harſh | 
and ſhocking / thar yon your Selves, who 
admit Them, do not care to own them in 
plain Terms; it may be very excuſable in 
Others to contradict Them; and to aſſert, 
upon ſo great Evidences of Truth, from Scri 
pture and Antiquity, that God the Son is 
mfinrtely removed from the Condition of a 
Creature; is really, truly, and eſſentially 
God. x N 
You have, it may be, ſome few ſpecions 
Difficulties to urge againſt a Trinity in Unity, 
eternal Generation, or the like; points too 
ſublime for Men, or, it may be, Angels to 
_ comprehend. But why muſt theſe be thought 
to weigh down the many and unanſwerable 
Objections againſt your own Scheme; or be 
eſteem'd ſufficient to bear up againſt the united 
Voice of Scripture and Catholick Antiquity, 
| | no 
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no where aſſerting that the Son of God is 
1 Creature; but every where intimating, in- 
culcating, proclaiming, that He is the Crea- 
tor, Preſer ver. and Snftainer of all Things; 

and eternal God. You'l pardon me 


this Excurſion, neceſſary to give the com- 


mon Reader a juſt Idea of the Dilpucs be- 
e Que- 


| twixt us; and of the true ſtate of t 


ſtion. A Stranger in this Controverſy, find-' 
ing how near we come to each other in ex- 
preſſion, might be apt to wonder wherein we 
differ, or what it is that we diſpute about; not 
being aware of the Artifice you make uſe of, in 
giving an Uncatholick meaning to Catholick 
Expreſſions. We fay, the Son is not Se 
exiſtent, meaning that He is not anorigmate- 
You do not only fay the ſame, but contend for 


| it; meaning, not neceſſarily- exiſting. We fay, 


not unoriginate, meaning that He is not the 
Head or Fountain, not the fir/t Perſon of the 
Trinity : You take up the very fame Word, 
and zealouſſy contend that the Son is not un- 


originate; underſtanding it in reſpect of Time, 


or Duration. We ſay, the Son is fubordinate, 


meaning it of a Subordination of Order, as is 


juſt, and proper: You alſo lay hold of the word 
Iubordinate, and ſeem wonderfully pleas d with 
it; but underſtanding by it, an /nferzority of 


| Nature. We fay, thar the Son is not abſolute- 
| ly ſupreme nor independent, intimating thereby 


that He is Second in Order as a Son, and has 
no ſeparate, independent Exiftence from the 
Father, 
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Father, being co- eſſentially and co-eternally oe 
with Him: you allo take up the ſame Word, 
interpret them to a /ow Senſe, and make the 
Son an inferior dependent Being; depending 
at firſt on the Mill of the Father for his Ex. 
iſtence. and afterwards for the continuance of 
it. This is the way you chuſe to inſinuate 
your Heterodoxy into weak Readers. In the 
mean while, notwithſtanding our /eemmg of 
verbal Agreement, there is as wide a Difference 
between what You teach and We, as between 
finite and infinite, mutable and immutable, a 
dependent Creature and the eternal God 


From what hath been faid, you may perceive 


what the Conceſſious of Catholicks, which the 
Doctor often boaſts of, amount ro. The Ca. 
tholicks have uſed ſome Phraſes, in a good Senſe, 
which artful Men have perverted to a Cd one: 
That is all the Caſe. Bur I return. 

You was to find a medium berween being 


eſſentially God, and being a Creature : or elle 
to declare, in plain Terms, that the Son is a 


Creature. A medium you find not, nor indeed 
can there be any: And yer, inſtead of frank- 


ly acknowledging ſo plain and manifeſt a Truth, 


you are pleas'd to ſhifr, double, and wind about, 
in a manner unbecoming a grave Diſputant, or 
a ſincere and ingenuous Writer. In the fill 
place, you pur on an Air of Courage, and give 
me one Caution, viz. not to ſay or attempt ti0 
prove, that every Being that is derived muſt 
be, for that reaſon, a Creature, for fear of 

Or EY 7 makiog 
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making my 0wn Notion, which ſuppoſes the 
Son generated, that is, derived, to favour the 
Arians : But, admitting the Son to be derived, 
15 it may be underſtood in a Catholick Senſe, 
yet what is that to your Purpoſe ? Does not. 
my Argument turn upon the Words, out of 
nothing? Point me our any Being /o derived. 
a Being which now is, and once was not; and 
deny Him to be 4 Creature, if you can. But 
you go on: As to what is ſaid in the Queries, 
that either the Son of God muſt be the Indi vi: 
dual Subſtance of the Father, or elſe ** Cox 
uu, with the Arians ; I anſwer, if both. Scrt- 
pture and Reaſon clearly demonſtrate that the 
Son is not the Individual Subſtance of the Fa- 
ther, who muſt look to that Conſequence, if 
it be one? 5 6 245. 45 AH DOS 
Here, at a ſtrait (as uſual) the word Indivi- 
dual comes in; a word capable of ſeveral 
meanings; and ſo neceſſary to help Inven- 
tion, that you would often be at a Joſs what 
to lay, if you wanted that poor pretence for 
Equivocation. Tt is evident, that you all along 
uſe the Word in a Sabellian Senſe, different 
from what either the School- men, or more 
antient Catholicks intended by it. The thing 
which I aſſert is this; that you muſt either own 
| the Son to be of the ſame #ndivided Subſtance 
with the Father; or elſe declare Him 4 Crea- 
ure. If you deny the former, you muſt, of 
Conſequence, admit the latter; and you 
ally do fo, The conſequence Zou are, to 
.  Þ | look 
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look to, as neceſſarily flowing from your Pre. 
miſes; which you pretend to found on Scripture 
and Reaſon, without any ground or warrant 
from either. You arc reſolved, it ſeems, to 
diſown the certarnty of the digjunction, (p.61,) 
ſo afraid you are of determining the Son to be 
4 Creature, ik vn www. Let us hear what ! 
Diſputant may have to plead againſt a Thing az 

clear and evident as any Axiom in Geometry. 
You ſay, The Nicene Fathers thought the 
Son to be neither the gra Ty nates, The Suh 
flance of the Father, mor © ys trmy, but &, 
Tus voizs Ty rares, from the Subſtance of the 
Father. The Nicene Fathers explain thcir 
meaning, both in the Creed it ſelf, and in the 
Anathemas annex'd to it; determining the 
Son to be no Creature, nor a different God 
from the Father; but of the ſame andivided 
Subſtance with Him, God of God, Light if 

Light, Con ſubſtantial with Him, and a diſtin 

Perſon from Him. "TR 
Next, you ſay, you dare not determine that 
God produced all Things, or any Thing, 
(ſiriffly and metaphyſically ſpeaking ) out of 
Nothing. Extreme Modeſty That you darc 
not determine whether God has properly ct. 
ed any Thing; or whether all Things were not 
Seel ih ei fig Matter it ſelf may hare 
been co-eval and co eternal with God the f. 
ther; Any thing, it ſeems, but his own belove! 
and only-begotten Son: Or elſe why are you!" i | 
® Ste Dr. Clarke's Reply to the Convocation, p. 29. | 


ſhy, 
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| fhy, at other times, of acknowledging His Eter- 


nity? Or why fo reſolute in diſputing againſt 
it? An eternal Jon, methinks, is much better 
Senſe than an eternal Subſtance, not divine, 
and a So made our of it; which is what you 
muſt mean, or mean nothing. But to pro- 
ceed: You add, How God brings Beings mto 
real Exiſtence we know not, becanſe we know 
nt their Eſſences. Therefore, I ſuppoſe, we 
know not, whether He brings them into Ex- 
iſtence at all; or whether they had a Being be- 
tore they were created: That's the Conſequence 
you intend, if any thing to the purpoſe. You 
g on: Or whether it be a Contradittion to 
predicate Exiſtence of them before their com- 
ug into that State which they now are in. 
and which we call their Creation, we know 
wt. Very Ignorant! And yet you can be poſi- 
tive in Things, which you know a great deal 
lels of; preſuming to make the Generation 
of the Son of God Temporal; and determin- 
ing ir * a Contradiction ro predicate ' Ex- 
iftence of Him before His Generation. Such 
Things as theſe carry their own Confutation 
with them; and only ſhow that Truth is 
too ſtubborn to bend. Ler it be faid then 
plainly, and without diſguiſe, that the Son 
of God is either Con ſubſtautial with God the 
father; or elſe a Creature. There is no me- 
due, neither can there be any; conſiſtent 
wirh Scripture, and with the truth and reaſou 
of Things. This being ſettled, our Diſpute 
* Pag. 51. 63. P 3 | may 
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may be brought into a narrower Compaſs; and 


we may hereafter diſmiſs doubtful and amhj. 
guous Terms. | | 


Query XIV. 


Whether Dr. Clarke who every where denies 


the Con ſubſlantiality of the Son, as abſurd 
and contradittory, does not, of Conſequent, 
affirm the Son to be a Creature & Co, um, 
and ſo fall under his own cenſure, and i; 


Self-condemn'd ? 


T hath been queſtion'd by ſome , whether 
Dr. Clarke has really given into the Arias 
Scheme, or no. From what He faith, in ſome 
places of his Scripture- Doctrine, (particularly 


Prop. 14 and 16.) one might imagine that He 


ſtood Neuter; neither determining for, nor 


againſt the Catholick Faith, in that Article: 


But, from his declaring f exprefly againſt the 
Conſubſtantiality of the Son, whether Specifick 
or Individual, (between which He allows no 
medium) and from his reckoning the Son 
among the Syuvpyuae, tho' He gives an arti 


ficial gloſs to it; as alſo from his excluding the 


Son out of the. One Godhead ; from theſe Con- 


fiderations, to mention no more, it is exceed. 


ingly clear, that He has derermin'd againſt thc 
Church; and declared for Ariani/m. Is has, 
by neceſſary Conſequence, aſſerted the Son t0 


4 Script. Doctr. p. 276. 279; + See Script. Doctr. p. = 
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he 7} 4x /; Which is the very Eſſence and 
Characteriſtick of Ariauiſin. By ſo doing, He is 
Self. condemn'd (See Prop. 14.) unleſs affirming 
a thing exprefly be highly blameable; and at- 
firming the fame thing, implicitely and conſe- 
quentzally, be juſt and good. It is unaccount- 
able ro me, how rhere comes to be ſuch a charm 
in Words, that a Man ſhould be blameable for 
fying a Thing of this Nature, plainly and di- 
realy, which He may affirm indirectly and 
conſequentially, without any fault at all. Doth 
the Offence lie only in Sounds or Syllables ? 
Or was Arius more culpable for ſaying, the Son 
was a Creature, and from nothing, than Ano- 
ther who ſays, He is not Con/ubſtantiat with 
the Father, nor Oue God with Him, or the like; 
when it is ſo very manifeſt, and hath been proved 
above, that they are only different Expreſſions 
of the ſame Thing? I can think but of three 
Reaſons (1 ſpeak not of particular Vieus, 
or Motzves) why any Man ſhould condemn 
Arius for declaring the Son to be # vx Gar. 
Eicher becauſe the Propoſition is falſe; or be- 
cauſe it is 462045; or becaule it is not, in ex- 
preſs Words, contain'd in Scripture. 

If the Doctor believed ir falſe. He could nor, 
conſiſtently, diſown the Couſubſtantiality and 
Co eternity; If He thought it dubious, He muſt 
lave obſerved a Neutrality in this Controverly ; 
which He has not done: The Third Reaſon 
would bear too hard upon many of the Do- 
Gor's Fifty Five Propoſitions. The Concluſion, 

P 3 | which 
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which I draw from theſe Premiſes, purſuant 
to the Query laid down, is, that the learned 
Doctor, in condemning Arius, has implicitely 
condemn'd Himſelf. It was as neceſſary to take 
notice of this, as it is to take off Diſguiſes, and 
to prevent a Reader's being miſſed by fair Pre. 
rences. Ler Things appear what they really 
are, without Art or Colouring ; and then, if 
you can make any Advantage of em, in God's 
Name, do ſo; and, if your Cauſe be juſt, it 
will thrive the better for ir. 


Query XV. 


I} hether He alſo muſt not, of conſequente, 
affirm of the Son, that there was a Time 
when He was nor, fence God muſt exiſt be. 
fore the Creature; and therefore is again 
Self-condemmn'd, (See Prop. 16. Script. Dodt.) 
und whether He does not equivocate in 
e, * elſewhere, that the ſecond Per- 
ſon has been always with the Firſt; and 
and that there has been no Time, when He 
was not ſo: And laſtly, whether it be not 
a vain and weak Attempt to pretend to 
any middle way between the Orthodox and 
rhe Arians; or to carry the Son's Divmity 
the leaſt higher than They did, without 
raking in the Conſubſtantiality! 
JF Could have been willing to have had this, and 
other the like Queries, relating more to the 
Doctor Himſelf, than to the. Cauſe, drop'd. But 
Script. Doctr. p. 43% | | fs 
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ſince you have thought fit to publiſh Them, 
preſuming your {elf able to defend the Doctor 
n every Thing; you have brought a kind of 
neceſſiry upon me, of ſhowing how little 
ground you have for your Aſſurance in this 
particular; and that the Doctor will ſtill want 
ſome better Advocate. | 

He condemns, in his“ Scripture-Dofrine, 
Thoſe who pretending to be wiſe above what 
is written, and intruding into Things which 
they have not ſeen, have preſumed to affirm, 
that there was a TIME WHEN THE SON WAS 
vor. Who would think, after this, that He 
ſhould be the Man who ſhould pre ſume to do ir? 
Vet nothing is more evident than that He denies 
the Eternity of the Son; which is the very 


{ame as to affirm, that there was a time when 


the Sou was not. He denies it, by plain Con- 
{equence. in ſuppoſing the Son to be i gx , 
is was ſhown under the laſt Query; and be- 
ſides, He expreſly ſays, in his f Comments on 
the Athanaſian Creed ( which contain what 
Himſelf ſubſcribes to) that here are not three 
eternal Perſons. It mult indeed be own'd, 
that in his Paper laid before the Biſhops, F#1y 2. 
1714. He profeſſes that the Son was eternally 
begotten by the eternal Will and Power of 
the Father. But, after a Friend of his had 
diſcovered ſome uneaſineſs at that Paſſage, as 
looking like a Retract᷑ ation of his former Opi- 


6 Prop. 6. p. 279. 
Script. Doctr. p. 429 
1 nion, 
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nion, and as admitting the Son's Eternity, He 


* took care to explain it away; and to ſignify 
that, tho He had faid the Son was erernally 
begotten, He did not mean it in the ſtrict and 
proper Senſe. ** My Intention, ſays He, waz 
** not to aſſert any thing different from what 
© T had before written; but only to ſhow that 
I did not in any of my Books teach (as had 
+ by many been induſtriouſly reported) the 
6 Doctrine of Arius (viz. that the Son of 
* God was a Creature made out of Nothing, 
* juſt before the Beginning of the World) but 
«+. that He was begotten Eternall, that is, 
* without any Limitation of Time, (ag 
c M Xe aiaviel, fry wiasy , r 
4 aiarw!) in the incomprehenſible Duration of 
the Father's Eternity. This is too plain to 
need any Comment. Th 

I ſhall only obſerve to the Reader, how the 
Doctor ſingles out one particular Point, where. 
in He differs from Arius; whereas it is juſtly 
queſtionable whether that was Ariuss ſettled 
Opinion or no. Any one that will be at the 
pains to read over Ariuss Letters, extant in 


hn 


+ Theodorit and + Athanaſius, will eaſily fee, 


that the principal Thing which ſtuck with Him, 

was the T5 A¹i or o,“, the ſtrict Eter- 

nity or Ca eternity of the Son. As to other 

leſſer Matters, He would eaſily have'compound- 

ed with the Catholicks; and would never have 
* Letters, Numb. 8. TEH.b1. Go 5- 
+ De Synod, Arim. p. 729. | 


ſcru pled, 
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ſerupled, in the leaſt, to carry the point as 
high as the Doctor does. He was content, for 
the moſt part, to ſay, There was A Time when 
the Son was not, without defining the preciſè 
Time of his Generation, or Creation. To 
make it the more clearly appear, that He was 
perfectly of the Doctor's Sentiments, in this par- 
ticular, it is obſervable that He uſes nearly the 
very fame Words, which the Doctor does: 
(Axels, f e Yeoman xa C9 aide, | ey 
nem TH al Words, tho' not exactly the 
fame, yet full as high and ſtrong as Thoſe which 
the Doctor explains his own Senſe of Eternity 
by. So that the Doctor has no reaſon to diſclaim 
Arius; or to endeavor to perſwade the World 


that He differs from Him, in any thing material 


relating to this Controverſy. But to return: 


The Words eternal, always, or the like, are 


plain Engliſh Words; and ſhould either not be 
uſed, in this caſe, at all, or uſed in their true 
and proper Senſe. You Apologize for it, as 
fir as the Matter will bear: Bur it would be 
witer, and better, and more ingenuous, to give 
that Point up. Let us hear however what you 
have to ſay. 

God could eternally act, that is, could in 
any point of duration of his own Exiſtence 
exerciſe his eternal Power and Will in pro- 
ducing Beings --- and therefore Beings diſtiuct 


* Epiſt, apud Athanaſ. p. 730. 


I Athanal. ibid. Theod. c. 5. p. 21+ 


+ Confeſſ. Aru. & · Euz. apud Sozom- |, 2. c. 27. p. 395- 
=o from 
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from the one ſupreme God may be ſaid to be 
Eternal, as far as we are able to reaſon about 
Eternity (I mean as it is a negative Idea) 
fo that we cannot concerve Time when they 
were not, (p.61.) What a number of Words 
are here, only to tell us, in a round about way, 
that the Son is 20t. Eternal. What is this ut. 
gatzve Eternity, but no Eternity? And why 
are not Angels, or Arch-angels called Eternal, 
fince we know not precitely when they were 
made, nor in what Time they began to exiſt; 
which is all the meaning of this new {ſort of 
Eternity? Beſides, is not every Creature pro- 
duced in ſome Point of Duration, in which 
God exerciſes his eternal Power and [ill up- 
on them? Are they therefore Eternal? As to 
your intimating of the Son, that we cannot 
concerve Time when He was not; it is not 
true, upon your Principles, We can conceive 
it as well of Him, as of any other Creature, 
Angel, or Arch-angel ; if He was made in Time, 
that is, if He was made at all, We can con- 
ceive, and muſt conceive, that there were Millions 
and Millions of Ages backwards; an Eternity, 
a parte ante, before He came into Being, I 
hope; you intended not any Equivocation in 


the word, Time: But if you did, it is only 


utting Duration in the room of it, and then 
all will be right. The Ariaus would have been 
content to have had but one moment of Time 
admitted for the Father to be prior, and to 


Will the Exiſtence of the Son. This mom 
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haye been enough to make rhe Generation of 
the Son fir eaſy upon their Minds. But the 
misforrune was, that one moment's priority of 
Time muſt infer an finite Priority. The 
Arians ſaw it, and ſubmitted to it. The 
Catholicks abhorr'd the Thought; and could not 
bear the Impiety of making the Son of God 
a Creature. 
Vou endeavor to ſhow that Dr. Clarke 
rakes a middle way between the Orthodox and 
the Arians; by which you only happen to 
how how little you have been acquainted with 
the Forms, Creeds, and Confeſhons of the 
Antient Ar4ans, The firlt * Inſtance you give 
of the Doctor's middle Way, is, that He does 
not plainly and directly ſay that the Son was 
| created; He denies Him to be #* Gn Grar. 
Bur herein, He only Copies after many of the 
Antieut Arians; who, when accus'd by the 
Catholicks of making the Son a Creature, re- 
jected the charge with great diſdain, having this 
reſerve, f not a Creature like other Creatures 
which are created medrately by the Aogys: the 
ame Evaſion, which you are pleas'd to adopt 
| for your own, (p.60.) And it was þ frequent 
with the Arzans to deny the Son to be i Gn 
www ; or even to Auathemati xe thoſe that ſhould 
| firm it. A ſecond Inſtance you give, of the 


— . 


„ 


en Doctor's refining upon the Arians, is in the 
ne | | 
0 * Pap. 60. + See Socrat. E. H. I. 2. c. 10. p. 73+ Hicron. 


Dial. Contr. Lucif. p- 300. + See Arian Creeds, Athanaſ. 
738. Socrat, I. 2. c. 8. 19. 30. Sozom, I. 3. c. 11. 
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—— of the Son's Eternity, (p. 61.) But! 
have ſhown you that He does not ſo much as go 
beyond Arius Himſelf, in that Point: Beſides 
that the * Antient Arians condemn'd thoſe that 
ſhould preſume to ſay, that there was a Time 
when the Son was not, equivocating upon 
the word, Time. Both your Inſtances, you fee, 
fail you, being neither of them ſufficient to 
the purpoſe. 12 
But, to ſet this Matter in a ſomewhat clearer 
Light, it may not be improper, in this Place, 
to exhibit a Draught or Repreſentation of the 


| Arian Tenets or Principles; by which it will 


appear what Arianiſin really is, when purſued 
in its remoteſt Conſequences ; and what the 
Difference is between Thoſe who only admit 
ſome part of it (as the Doctor and your Self) 
and Thoſe who receive the whole. 


b Poſitions of ſome, or other of the Arians, 
in reſpett of the Son. 


1. Not © Conſubſtantial with God the Father 
2. Not d Co eternal, however begotten before 


all Ages, or without any known Limitation of 


Time. 
3. Of a diſtin inferior Nature, howevc 
otherwiſe perfectly like the Father. 


a See Arian Creeds. Athanaſ. p. 738. Socrat. I, 2. c. 18, 19. 
Sozom, I. 3. c. 11. | 

b Athanaſ. p. 282. 398. 728. Sozom. |. 1. c. 15. Theod, 
Hzret. bab. l. 4. © This was agreed to unanimouſly 


d This Point diſputed by the Pſathyrians. Theod. Hzret. Fab. l. 
©. + f 236. 15 4. Nut 
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4. Not ftriftly and eſſentially God, but par 
taking of the Father's Divinity. hs 
5. ACreature of the Father's, however un- 
like to the reſt of the Creatures, or Superior 
to Them. ER bs . 
6. * Not like the Father; but in Nature and 
Subſtance, like other Creature. 
7. + Made in Time; there having been a Time 
when He was not, made from Nothing. 
8. t Far inferior to the Father in Know- 


ledge, Power, and Perfections. 


9. Mutable in his Nature, as a Creature, tho 


unchangeable by Decree. 


10. Dependent on the good Pleaſure of the 
Father, for his paſt, preſent, and future Being. 

11. Not knowing the Father perfectly, nor 
Himſelf. His Knowledge being that of a Crea- 
ture, and therefore fine. | 

12. Made a little before the World was 


made; and for the fake of Thoſe that ſhould 


be after Him. 


Theſe are the Arian Principles brought down 
as low, as they can well go. Arms, the Au- 
thor and Founder of the Se, ſeems to have 
gone through all thoſe Steps, at the firſt: And 
indeed, all of them, except the laſt, hang toge- 
ther; and are but the neceſſary Conſequences 


* This denied by all but thoſe called Anomzans, 

I This denied, in Words, by many. 
F Few bold enough to maintain exprelly this, or any of the follow- 
wg Propoſitions. 


of 
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of each other. Thoſe that ſtop'd in the mid. 


way, or ſooner, might be more pious and mo- 
deft; but leſs conſiſtent Men A little Expe. 


rience convinc'd, as well Arius Himſelf 4; 


his Followers, chat thoſe Poſitions, all together, 
were too grating upon, and too ſhocking to 
every pious Chriſtian at that Time. And there. 


fore ( without conſidering how one depended 


on another; or how a Principle could be main. 
tain'd, and yet its plain, neceſſary Conſequences 
diſown'd) they immediately went to work, to 
cut off what ſhould appear moſt offenſive, 
and retain only what might ſound tolerably; 
eſpecially when worded in ambiguous, ot 


Catholic“ Terms. 


The nine laſt Particulars were, for ſome time, 
and by the Arians in general, waved, drop'd, 
not inſiſted on (as being too groſs to take) ot 
elſe artfully inſinuated only, under ſpecious and 
plauſible Expreſſions. The rt They all 
own'd, and inſiſted the moſt upon; having 
many Pretences to urge againſt Con ſubſtaut. 
ality, either Name, or Thing. The /econd and 
third They divided upon, as to 'the way of 
Expreſſion ; ſome ſpeaking their Minds plainly, 


others with more reſerve; not ſo much deny. 


ing the Co- eternity, as forbearing to affirm it. 
This was the method which the Ariaus took 
to propagate their Herely, We need not won 


der if They were put hard to it, and were often 


forc'd to make uſe of Colluſions, Equivocations, 
and double Entendres. For, being een 
| 7 | car 
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far of Offence, to ule Catholick Words, tho 
without a Catholick meaning; and to maintain 
their main Principle, without ſeeming to main- 
tain its neceſſary Conſequences; (nay, ſeeming 
to deny and reject them) it could not be other- 
wife. And not only the Catholicks frequently 
complain of thoſe ſmooth Gentlemen, but ſome 
even of their * own Party could not endure ſuch 
Shuffling ; thinking it became honeſt and ſin- 
cete Men, either ro ſpeak out, or to ſay no- 
thing. Of this kind were Aetius, and Euno- 
mints, with their Followers, called Anomeans 
and Exoucontii, being indeed no ether, in re- 
ſpect to the Son's Divinity, than ſuch as Arius 
was at firſt; and ſpeaking almoſt as plainly and 
bluntly as He did. After the Diſguiſes and 
Soſtenings, and Colourings had been carried 
on ſo long, till all Men of Senſe ſaw plainly 
that it was high time to leave off trifling, and 
to come from Words to Things; and that 
there was no Medium, but either to ſettle 
| into Orthodoxy, or to fir down with the 
pure Arians and Anomeans, (if they would 
determine any Thing, and be ſincere and con- 
tent Men) ſome choſe the former, and 
ſome the latter, according as they more in- 
clined to one way, or the other. There is 
certainly no Medium betwixt Orthodoxy and 
Arianiſin (for f Semi- Arggniſm, if ſo under- 
* See Epiphan. Hereſ. 56. p. 916. | 


ft Semi- Arianus, & Semi- Deus, & Semi-Creatura periode -monſtra 
& portenta ſunt, quæ sani & Pii Omnes mexita exhorregt. B. 


D. F. p 284. 
ſtood, 
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ſtood, is perfect Non-ſenſe and Contradiction) 
there being no Medium between God and Crea. 
ture, between Dumade and Made. Men may 
conceal their Sentiments, ſuppreſs Conſequences, 
and ſpeak their Minds but by Halves; and ſo 
one Arian may be more cautious, or more art- 
ful than Another: Bur, in truth and reality, 
every Man that diſowns the Conſubſtantiality, 
rightly underſtood, is as much an Aran, as 
Eunomins, or Aetius, or any of the Antient 
Arians were; or even as Ar:ins Himſelf, ex. 
cepting only ſome few Particulars, which were 
not his ſtanding and ſettled Opinions. 

In fine, there is but one middle way to take 
between the Orthodox and the Arians, and 
That is, to avoid determining on either ſide; to 
leave the point n medio, and ro ſuſpend aſſent 
to either; to believe as much, and as high, as 
any of the Arians did; and as to the reſt, nci- 
ther to believe, nor disbelieve it. But this 
is not the caſe, either with the Doctor, or your 
Self. You have declared againſt the Conſub- 
ftantiality, and the proper Divinity of Chriſt, 
as well as Co- eternity And are therefore fo 
far from refining upon, that you rcally come 
ſhort of many of the Antient Arians; tho', to 
do you juſtice, you are the more conſiſtent 
with your ſelves for it. I have now {uffice 
cently vindicated every part of the Query; 
having ſhown that the Zquzvocation, in reſpect 
of the Son's Eternity, is juſtly chargeable up- 


on the Doctor; and that He has not ob. 
ſeryed 
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ſerved a neutrality in this diſpute ; nor carried 
) the point higher than the Antient Ariaus; but 
has really, and fully given into their Senti- 
J ments; and therein derermin'd againſt the Ca- 
dee Church. The uſe which 1 make of 
this, at preſent, is to obſerve to the Reader: 
1. That the Doctor has not invented any new, 
„ou more excellent Scheme than was thought of, 
conſider'd, and condemn'd, near 1400 Years 
20, by a very wiſe, numerous, and unbyalsd 
Council. 2. That He cannor juſtly cice any 
Catholick Poſt - Nicene Writer, (nor indeed 
Ante-Nicene ) as certainly favouring his ain 
e Doctrine. 3. That his attempt to reconcile the 
i Wl \icene and Athanaſian Creeds to Arianiſin. 
form d in direct Oppoſition to it, is endeavoring 
= o bring Light and Darkneſs, and the molt irre- 
z ooncilable Inconſiſtencies to meet together. This 
i. bor the preſent: The future uſe I ſhall make 
is of it, is to come directly to the point in Que- 
ue tion; for when it is certainly known what 
. the drift deſign and meaning of an Author 
ſt.. , much Pains may be ſpared, and a Diſpute 
o Wl hortned. 2 

ne 1 hardly know whether ſtrict method 
to vould permit me to take notice of the lat- 
or ter part of your Reply, (contain'd in Pages 
., 63, 64.) it is fo wide and foreign. You 
1; mat have had a great mind to fay ſome- 
5 thing of eternal Generation: Otherwiſe you 
p- Vould never have introduc'd it in a place fo 
b- MW mproper. The pretence is, that we equz- 
« Q vocate 
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vocate in talking of eternal Generation; and 
therefore it is proper to retort it upon us, 
in anſwer to a charge of Equivocation. But 
wherein do we equzvocate, or do any thi 
like it? Is it in the word, Eternal? Bur we 
undoubtedly mean it in the ſtrict and proper 
Senſe. Is it in the word, Generation? That is a 
word of Latitude, capable of more Senſes than 
one. We uſe it in the Senſe, which has pre. 
vail'd in the Church 1500 Years; and in a pro- 
per Senſe, according to the Rule of Tertullian, 
Omnis Origo Parens eſt. And where then is 
the Impropriety, or Equidocation in the word, 
Generation, as uſed by us? True, it is not 
the ſame with Human Generation. But who 
will pretend that Human is ro be the mes 
ſure and ſtandard of all Generation? Ge- 
#eration, you ſay, implies Beginning; and 
yet we call it“ Eternal. Admit that it did 
lo; yet till That can be made appear, we 
may be very /incere in calling it Eternal, in- 
tending no Equivocation: You have not 
proved that all Generation implies Beginning; 
and what is more, cannot. You endeavor te 
make the notion of it abſurd: But, unleſs you 
can demonſtrate the abſurdity of it, how will you 
charge us with Equzvocation, which was the 
Point? All you have to fay turns only upon 


M. xegmy egy 7% 'you N ng Airyorreg, A A 
par Y100Xe T rig · "Apxn Varg "you Zx,por®>, r α og. aaf. 
0 6 rar, 1 & Ths xeuer urn mT wed, I proroywolg d ram, 
vunras ade, vgs vid hy ad Nes. Cyril. Catech, 11. pr 145 
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your miſconſtruction of, 1 ſhould fay Equive- 
tation in, the word Individual; which, you 
muſt needs know, we underſtand not in your 
Senſe of it; unleſs we are weak enough to ſup- 
poſe Father and Son to be one Perſon. You 
make another Argument, by eqnzvocating in 
the word, Production; which if we ule at all, 
we always take care to explain to a good 
Senſe; and never once imagine, that rhe erer- 
1al Generation is a temporal Production. You 
ae very unhappy, to equzvocare all the way, 
while you are retorting the charge of Zqnivo- 
cation ; beſides that, could you have retorted 
itin a handſomer manner, it would not have 
been pertinent, becauſe it comes out of Place. 
for, your proper part here, is, not ſo much to 
object againſt our Scheme, as to defend your 
own: Pleaſe to clear your own Hypotheſts 
firſt; and then we may hear what you can ſay 
2painſt ours. The Church of Chriſt has been 
in poſſeſſion of the prelent prevailing Doctrines, 
at leaſt, for 1400 Years: It concerns us, before 
ve part with them, to fee that we may have 
ſomething better in their ſtead. What if the 
Catholick Doctrine has ſome Difficulties ? Has 
Arianiſm none? Or muſt we change the for- 
mer for the latter? No, let us firſt conſider 
whether Arianiſin has not more and greater; 
and then perhaps we may ſee reaſon enough 

to keep as we are. 5 | 
It is an uſual Thing with many (Moraliſts 
may account for it) when they meet with 
Q 2 a dif- 
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a difficulty which They cannot readily anſwer, 
immediately to conclude that the Doctrine ig 
Falſe ; and to run directly into the oppoſite 
Perſwaſion: not conſidering that They may 
meet with much more weighty Objections there, 
than before; or that They may have reaſon ſuf. 
ficient to maintain and believe many Things in 
Philoſophy or Divinity, tho' They cannot an. 
ſwer every Queſtion which may be ſtarred, or 
every Difficulty which may be raiſed againſt them, 
As to the Point we are upon; while ſome arc 
_ conſidering only the Objections againſt the Do- 
Etrine of the Bleſſed Trinity (how Three can be 
One; how the Son could be generated; how 
' Perſon and Being can be different; and the 
like) they imagine preſently, that the World, in 
a manner, has been hitherto miſerably miſtaken; 
and that They are the happy Men, who fee 
clearly how, and why. Let but the very ſame 
Men have patience a while, and not imbark in 
the oppoſite Cauſe, till They are able to find 
out a truer and a juſter Scheme, and to clear it 
of all conſiderable Difficultics; 1 ſay, let Them 
but do thus, and then, I am perſwaded, They 
will be much leſs ſanguine in their purſuit of 
Novelties. In the preſent Controverty, there 
are three Schemes, which I may call Catholic, 
| Sabellian, and Arian: One of the Three 
muſt, in the main, be true. The way to know 
which, is, to weigh and conſider the Difficul 
lies attending each reſpectively ; and to ballance 


them one againſt another. The Advocates & 
| the 


* 
V. 


Qu.XVI. of /ome QUERIES. 229 


the Two latter have performed reaſonably well, 
in the ofen eve part; and eſpecially againſt each 
other : But have neither of them yet been able 
to defend their reſpective Schemes; nor, I 
ſuppoſe, ever will be. But I proceec. 


Divine Worſhip due 
To the one God. To Chriſt. 
Thou ſhalt have no They wor ſbip'd Him, 
her Gods before me Lk, 24: 35. 1808 
> * the Angels of God wor- 
E ſhip Him, Heb. 1. 6. 
Thou ſhalt worſhip That all Men ſhould 
the Lord thy God, and honour the Son, even 


Him only ſhalt thou as they honour the Fa- 
ſerve, Matr. 4. 10. ther, Joh. 5. 23. 


Qu E K » XVI. 


Whether by theſe (of the firſt Column) and 
the like Texts, Adoration and Worſhip be 
not ſo appropriated to the one God, as to 
belong to Him only ? 


1 IS is a very material Enquiry, relating 
to the object of Religious Worſhip ; than 
which nothing can be of greater Concernment. 
Here therefore, if any where, we might ex 

and demand of You a very full, clear, and ſatis- 
factory Anſwer. I ſhall examine your Anſwer, 
in due time and place. But, firſt, it will be 


"WS proper 
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proper to ſhow what Reaſons we have to think, 
that all religious Worſhip is appropriated to 
God only. I ſhall enquire into the Senfe of 
Scripture, in this Article; and next proceed to 
the Judgment and Practice of the Antient 
Church, the beſt Comment upon Scripture. 
Exod. 20. v. 3. hath been already produced. 
The Words are, Thou ſhalt have no other Gods 
before ( or beſides) me. Which is farther ex- 
plain'd, v 5. (the reaſon being rhe ſame, both 
with reſpect to Images and falſe Gods) Thou 
ſhalt not bow down toThem, nor ſerve Then“. 
All Acts of Religions Worſhip are forbid 
den to be offered to any other Being, be. 
fides the one Supreme God: to Him they are 
appropriated, to Him only. So Dent. 6. 13. 
Thou ſhalt fear the Lord thy God, and ſerve 
Him: And again Deut. 10. 20. Thou ſhalt fear 
the Lord thy God; Him ſhalt thou ſerve. 
Which is quoted, and explain'd by our Bleſſed 
Lord Himſelf, in theſe Words: Thou ſhalt wor- 
ſhip the Lord thy God, and Him only ſhalt 
thou ſerve, Matt 4. 10. This was ſaid in an- 
ſwer to Satan, who did not pretend to be d u- 
reme, nor defire to be acknowledged as fuch. 


(See Luk. 4. 6.) All He required was, that a 


folemn outward Act of Adoration and Worſhip 
ſhould be paid Him: And the reaſon given 


for refuſing it, is not that He was a bad Spirit, 


an Enemy to God; or that God had mot cum. 
manded that He ſhould be worſhip'd; but the 


: See alſo Exod. 22. 3 34 I4s Dan. Ze 28, eee 


d. 
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reaſon is general, that none are to be worſhip'd 
bur God only. And that theſe and the like 
Texts were intended to exclude all Beings, be- 
fide the one Supreme God, from being wor- 
ſhip'd, either at 7hat Time, or at any Time 
after, appears, not only from the reaſon of 
the Thing, but from plain Scripture. Before 
me was there no God form'd, neither ſhall 
there be after me, Iſa 43.10. If there ariſe 
among you a Prophet, or 4 Dreamer of 
Dreams, and giveth Thee a ſign or wonder, 
and the ſign or wonder come to paſs, where- 
of He ſpake unto Thee, ſaying, Let us go after 
other Gods (which thou Gaſt not known) and 
let us ſerve Them, Thou ſhalt not hearken, &c. 
Deut. 13. 1, 2, 3. The Worſhip of the ſame 
one God, excluſive of all others, is by this for 
ever made unchangeable: Miracles could not 
be ſufficient to give credit to any one, who 
ſhould pretend to introduce another object of 
Worſhip; or to ſer up another God, befide the 
one Supreme God. All Creatures whatever are 
hereby effectually precluded from receiving any 
religious Homage and Adoration. This is con- 
ſirm'd by St. Paul (Rom. 1.21, Sc.) who cen- 
ſures thoſe that knew God, (that is, acknow- 
iedged one Supreme God) and yet glorified 
Him not as God, becauſe they ſerved the 
Creature more than (or beſides) the Creator, 
who zs bleſſed for ever. Wherein the Apoſtle 
plainly intimates, that the Creator only is to 
be ſerved; and that the IMolatry of the Hea- 

24 thens 
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thens lay in their worſhiping of the Crea. 
ture. He does not blame Them for giving 
ſoverargn, or abſolute Worſhip to the Crea. 
tures (They could hardly be fo filly, as to 
imagine there could be more than one Supreme 
God) bur for giving any Worſhip at all, Sove. 
raign or Inferior, Abſolute or Relative, to any 
Thing but the Creator. To the fame purpoſe, 
Gal. 4.8. He condemns thoſe who did ſervice 
unto Them, which by nature were no God.. 
Which Text I ſhall rake care to explain parti. 
cularly, in another Place. All this is con- 
firm'd and illuſtrated by the Angel, ( Rev, 
19. 10.----22.9,) who refuled to receive fo 
much as the outward Act of Adoration; giving 
this Rule and Maxim upon it, Yorſhip God: 
intimaring thercby, that God only is to be wor- 
ſhip'd; that all Acts of religzons Worſhip are 
appropriated to God only. He docs nor fay, 
worſhip God and whom God ſhall appoint to 
be worſhip'd; as if He had appointed apy be- 
ſides God: nor worſhip God with ſoveraign 
Worſhip; as if any 4xferor fort of Worſhip 
was permitted to be paid ro Creatures; bur 
ſimply, plainly, and briefly, Worſbip God. 
To this I may add, that the Reaſons which God 
inſiſts upon and inculcates, in the Old Teſta- 
ment, why He, and He alone, in oppoſition 
to all others, is to be worſhip'd, are ſuch as 
exclude all Creatures. His being Jehovab, 
_ ® Creator, Suſtainer, Preſerver of all Things, 
See Iſa. 40. I. 45. 5, 6, 7. 2 King. 19. 1g. ler. 10. 10, 11, 12 
Ses Ia · go. If. 45. 5, C. 7. 2 King. 19. 15. Jer. i having 
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having no God before Him nor after Him, and 
the like. 

This is the Scripture Account of the Object 
of Worſhip: There is neither Rule nor Example 
in it, for the worſhiping any Creature whatever; 
but all the Texts, relating to this Matter, are 
full, ſtrong, and clear for the Worſhip of God 
only. Now, whatever Reaſons Human Wiſ⸗ 
dom may invent for the worſhiping of Crea- 
tures, beſides the Creator (as Celſus and Por- 
phyrie of Old, and the Romaniſts of later 
Times, have pretended) thoſe are never to be 
ſer againſt a clear and plain Law; or oppoſed 
to the unerring Wiſdom of God, who beft 
knows to whom Worſhip is proper to be paid, 
and to whom nor. 

[ ſhall not here argue the Point from the 
Nature of the Thing it ſelf. I will ſuppoſe 
(without granting) that Creatures may be wiſe 
enough to know, ready enough to hear, and 
able to relieve our wants, at any Diſtance. I 
will ſuppoſe alſo, that one Creature may be ap- 
pointed to bear Rule and to have Dominion over 
many ; as ſome have thought particular Angels 
to preſide over fuch and ſuch Kingdoms or 
Countries. I will ſuppoſe likewiſe, that it may 
icem to Human Wiſdom very fit and proper, 
that ſuch Creatures as can aſſiſt, or have the 
charge of others, ſhould be reſpected, worſhip'd, 
and adored by Them, I will ſuppoſe alſo, that 
we may be ſo ignorant as not to perceive any 
great harm, in theſe Suppoſitions, from the Na- 

h ture 
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ture of the thing, barely and fingly conſiderd 
But God's T houghts are not our T houghts : He 
has been pleas d to enter an expreſs Caveat and 
Prohibition in the Caſe; and has, no doubt, 
good reaſon for ir. Poſſibly, He may ap. 
prehend it to be more for his own Glory, and 
more for our Good, that our whole Worſhip 
and Service be paid to Him, thaw a part 
only. Poſſibly, He may know (ſuch is Hu- 
man Infirmity) that if any part, or kind, or 
degree of Religions Worſhip was permitted to 
de given to Creatures, it might inſenſidly 
alienate our Minds from the Creator; or eat 
our all our Reverence and Reſpect for God. Or, 
it may be, that while our Acknowledgments 
are order'd to be paid to Him, and to Him 
alone, we may thereby be induced to live more 
in dependence on Him; become more imme- 
diately united to Him; and have the greater 
love and eſteem for Him. He will not, per- 
haps, leave his Favors in the hands, or in the 
diſpoſal of his Creatures, leſt we ſhould forget 
whom we are principally obliged to; or left we 
ſhould: imagine that He is not always every 
where preſent, to hear all our Petirions, and to 
anſwer them, according to his own good Plea: 
ſure. Theſe, or a thouſand better Reaſons, in. 
finite Wiſdom may have for appropriating all 
Acts of Religious Worſhip to God. It is fu 
ficient for us to know that He has done it: and 
of this Holy-Scripture has given abundant Proof 
as We have before ſeen. 11 5 
OW, 
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| Now, I come to conſider what you have to 
except againſt fo clear a Truth. All is com- 
prized in one ſhort Sentence; one remarkable 
Diſtinction. Ab/olute Supreme Honour it 
plainly appropriated to the Perſon of the Fa- 
ther only (by Exod. 20. 3. Matt. 4. 10.) as the 
abſolute Supreme Being, or the one God, (pig 4.) 
from which J am to infer, that rel/afrve in- 
ferior Worſhip may be paid to the Creatures. 
notwithſtanding what has been urged, from the 
whole Tenor of Scriprure and Antiquity, to 
the Contrary. This is the famed Diff inction, 
pleaded by the Heathens of Old, for Pagan 
by the Romani/ts of late, for Popiſh; and by 
You, for Arian Idolatry. I ſhalt endeayor 
to convince you how little there is, either of 
Truch, or Probabiliry, in this ſo celebrated 
Distinction; and then put an End to the Argu- 
ment of this 8 

You ſer out unfortunately under a miſtake. 
as if We were inquiring about Reſpe& and 
Eſteem, when the Queſtion is entirely about 
Afts of Religious Worſhip. My Words were 
Worſhip and Adoration : Inſtead thereof, you 
put Honour, an ambiguous Word; and fo flip 
over the Difficulty, which you was pinch'd 
with; and inſenſtbly lead your Reader off from 
the Point, ir concern'd you to ſpeak to. Pleafe 
to remember that we are diſputing about As 
«Worſhip, Religious Worlhip, - Let — 
to the Terms we began with; leſt, by th 
Faeas:; 

alter 


changing of Words, we make a change of 
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and alter the very ſtate of the Queſtion. This 
being premis'd, now I come directly to the 
Point in Hand. Your pretence is, that alt; 
mate, abſolute, ſupreme, ſoueraigu Worſhip 


is due to the Father only; Mediate, relating, 


inferior, petty Worlhip may be paid to Crea. 
tures: The outward Acts and Circumſtances 
| ſuppoſed alike in Both, ſo far as to make 
Them Religious, not Civil Worlhip. You 
_ conſidering the Father as Supreme, and your 
zntending Him the higheſt Reſpect imaginable, 
are to make His Worſhip become ſupreme, 
ebſolute, ſoveraign Worlhip: But your con. 
ſidering another Being as inferior, depengent, 
and a Creature only, and your intending Him 
no more than a proportionate Reipect, are to 
make the Worſhip of Him become inferior, 
relative, petty Worſhip. Worſhip therefore 
is to take its Quality from the Eſteem and Inu. 
rention of the Worſhipper, and is to be ſup- 
pos'd higher and lower accordingly. This, I 
think, is your real and full Meaning, in a8 

few and as plain Words, as I am capable of 
* Expreſſing ir. In anſwer to it, I obſerve as 
follows. 

1. I can meet with nothing in Scripture to 
Prayer 
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have no Rules left Us about raiſiug or lowering 
our Intentions, in proportion to the dignity of 
the Object. Some Inſtructions, to this purpoſe, 
might have been highly uſeful; and it is very 
ſtrange that, in a Matter of ſo great Impor- 
rance, no Directions ſhould be given, either in 
Scripture, or, at leaſt, in Antiquity, how to 
regulate our Intentions and Meanings, with 
Metaphyſical Exactneſs; ſo as to make our 
Worſhip either High, higher, or higheſt of all, 
as occaſion ſhould require. | „ 010 

2. But a greater Objection againſt this Do- 
ctrine, is, that the whole Tenor of Scripture 
runs Counter to it. This may be underſtood, 
in part, from what I have oblerved above. To 
make it yet plainer, I ſhall take into Conſide- 


ration ſuch Acts and Inſtances of Worſhip, as 


I find laid down in Scripture ; whether under 
the old or new Diſpenſation. 41359 

Sacrifice was one Inſtance of Worſhip re- 
quired under the Law; and it is ſaid; He that 
Sacrificeth unto any God, ſave unto the Lord 
only, He ſhall be utterly deſtroyed, Exod. 


22. 20. Now ſuppoſe any Perſon, conſidering 


with Himſelf that only ab/o/ute and ſoveraigu 
Sacrifice was appropriated to God, by this 
Law, ſhould have gone and /acrzficed to other 
Gods, and have been convicted of it before the 
judges: The Apology He muſt have made for 
it, I ſuppoſe, mult have run thus. Gentlemen, 


** tho” I have facrificed to other Gods, yet, I 
hope, you'l obſerve, that I did it not ab/0- 


« Iutely: 
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% Hlutely I meant not any abſolute or ſy. 
& preme Sacrifice (which is all that the Lay 
«+ forbids) but relative and inferior only. | 
* regulated my Intent ions with all imaginable 
care; and my eſteem with the moſt critical 
% Exactneſs: I conſider d the other Gods, 
* whom I ſacrificed to, as inferior only, and 
* finitely ſo; reſerving all ſoverargn Sacri. 
* fice to the ſupreme God of I/rael. This, 
or the like Apology muſt, I preſume, have 
brought off the Criminal, with ſome applauſe 
for his Acuteneſs, if your Principles be true. 
Either you muſt allow this; or you muſt be 
content to fay, that not only ab/olute ſupreme 
Sacrifice (if there be any Senſe in that Phraſe) 
but all Sacrifice was, by the Law, appropriate 
to God only. | 

Another Inſtance of Worſhip, is making of 
Vows, religious Vows. We find as little Ap- 
pearance of your famed Diſtinction here, as in 
the former caſe. We read nothing of /overazyn 
and inferior, abſolute and relative Vows; 
that we ſhould imagine /#preme Vows to be 
appropriate to God, znferzor permitted to 

Angels, or Idols, or to any Creature. 
 Swearimg is another Inſtance much of the 
1 fame kind with the forcgoing. Swearing , by 
1 God's Name, is a plain Thing, and well under- 
11 ſtood : But if you tell us of ſoverazgs and in. 
ferior Swearing, according to the inward Re- 
ſpect or Intention you have, in Proportion to 
the Dignity of the Perſon by whole _ you 
Fr, | year, 


—— — — 
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cwear, it muſt ſound perfectly new to us. All 
gwearing which comes ſhort in its Reſpects, or 
alls below Soverargn, will, I am afraid, be lit- 
tle better than Profaneſs. 5 E 
Such being the Cale, in reſpect of the Acts of 
Religious Worſhip already mention'd, F am now 
to ask you, what is there ſo peculiar in the 
Cale of Invocation and Adoration, that They 
ſhould not be thought of the fame kind with 
the other ? Why ſhould not ab/0/ute and rela- 
trve Prayer and Proſtration appear as abſurd, 
as abſolute and relative Sacrifice, Vows, Oaths, 
| or the like? They are Acts and Inſtances of 
I religinus Worthip, like the other; appropriated 
to God in the ſame Manner, and by the fame 
WW Laws, and upon the ſame Grounds and Rea- 
ſons. Well then, will you pleaſe to conſider, 
: WW whether you have nor begun at the wrong 
end, and committed an Lig e in your 
way of thinking. You imagine that Acts of 
religious Worſhip are to derive their Signi- 
fication and Quality, from the intention and 
meaning of the Worſhippers; whereas the vi 
reverle of it is the Truth. Their Meaning 
and Signification is fix'd and determin'd by 
God Himſelf; and therefore we are never to 
ule them with any other meaning, under 
. peril of Profaneſs or Idolatry. God has not 
- WW {ft us at Liberty ro fix what Senſe we pleaſe 
; upon religious Worſhip, to render it high 
or ow, abſolute or relative, at Diſcretion; 
ſupreme when offered to God, and if ro others 
inferior; 
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inferior; as when to Angels, or Saints, or 
Images, in ſuitable Proportion. No: Religion 
was not made for Metaphyſical Heads only; 
ſuch as might nicely diſtinguiſh the ſeveral De. 
grees and Elevations of Reſpect and Honour 
among many Objects. The ſhort and plain 
way, which (in pity to Human Infirmity aud 
to prevent Confuſion) it has pleaſed God to 
take with us, is to make all religious Worſhi 
his wx; and fo it is /overazgn of Courſe. This 
I take to be the true Srriptural, as well as 
only reaſonable Account of the Object of Wor- 
ſhip. We need not concern our ſelves (it is 
but vain to pretend to it) about determining 
the Senſe and Meaning of religious Worſhip. 
God Himſelf has took care of it; and it is 
already fix d and determin'd to our Hands. It 
means, whether we will or no, it means, by 
Divine Inſtitution and Appointment, the Di 
vinity, the Supremacy, the Soveraiguty of 
its Object. To miſapply thoſe Marks of Dig- 
nity, thoſe appropriate enfigns of divine Ma- 
jeſty ; to compliment any Creature with them, 
and thereby ro make common what God has 
made proper, is to deify the Works of Gods 
Hands, and to ſerve the Creature inſtead of 
the Creator, God bleſſed for ever. We have 
no occaſion to talk of ſoveratgn, abſolute, ulli 
mate Prayers, and ſuch other odd Fancies: 
Prayer is an addreſs to God, and does not 
admit of thoſe novel Diſtinctions. In ſhott 
then, Here is no Room left for your diſtin 
| guiſhing 
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ouiſhing between ſoverazign and inferior 
Adoration. You muſt firſt prove, what you 
have hitherto preſumed only and taken for 
granted, that you are at liberty to fix what 
Meaning and Signification you pleaſe to the 
Acts of religious Worſhip; to make them 
high or ow at Diſcretion. This you will find 
a very difficult undertaking. Scripture is be- 
fore-hand with you; and, to fix it more, the 
concurring Judgment of the earlieſt and beſt 
Chriſtian Writers. All religious Worſhip is 
hereby derermin'd to be, what you call a&/0- 
lute and ſoverargn. Inferior or relative Wor- 
ſhip appears now, to be Contradiction in 
Senſe, as it is novel in Sound; like an inferior 
or relative God. To what hath been faid, 
1 may add a few farther Conſiderations from 
Scripture, The Apoſtles Barnabas and Paul, 
when the“ Lycaonzans would have done “a- 
crifice unto Them, did not tell Them that 
Sacrifice was of equivocal Meaning; and that 
They might proceed in it, provided only that 
They would rectify their Intentions, and con- 
ſider Them as Apoſtles only; but They forbad 
them to Sacrifice ro Them at all. The Angel, 
in the Revelations, did not direct St. John to 
conſider Him only as an Angel. and then to 
20 innocently on, in his Worſhip of Him; bur 
He order d Him to Worſhip God. Our Bleſſed 
Lord did not tell the Devil that all external 
Worſhip was egui vocal, and might be offered 
to Angels or Men, provided the Intention was 


„Act. 14. R N regulated, 


242 AJ DEFENSE Qu. yl 


regulated, and reſpect proportion d; but He told 
Him plainly that all religious Worſhip was ap- 
propriate to God. In fine, nothing is more 
evident than that the Deſign, both of the 
Law and the Goſpel, was to eſtabliſh this great 
Truth, and to Root out Creature - Worſhip, 
% And this was, as Dr. Cudworth rightly ob. 
« ſerves, the grand Reaſon why the Antient 
Fathers ſo zcalouſly oppoſed Arianiſin; be- 
1 cauſe that Chriſtianity, which was intended 
by God Almighty for a means to extirpate 
Pagan Idolatry, was thereby it ſelf Paga- 
« nized and Idolatriged; and made highly 
«« guilty of that very thing, which is ſo much 
*« condemn'd in the Pagans, that is, Creature. 
« Worſhip. This might be proved by ſundry 
«« Teſtimonies of Athanaſius, Baſil, Gregory 
« Nyſen, Gregory Nazianzen, Epiphanius, 
« Chryſ/oſtom, Hilary, Ambroſe, Auſtine, 
„% Fauſtinus, and Cyril of Alexandria; All of 
« Them charging the Ariaus, as guilty of the 
1 very fame Idolatry with the Gentiles, or 
« Pagans, in giving religious Worſhip, even 
„ to the Mord and Son of God Himſelf (and 
* conſequently to our Saviour Chriſt) as He was 
«« ſuppoſed by Them to be bur a Creature 
But, in anſwer perhaps to This, it may be 
ſaid, by ſuch as run Things off in a confuſed 
manner and do not ſtay to diſtinguiſh , that 
certainly there is a wide and great Difference 
berween giving Honour to Heathen Idols, and 


7 Cudw. Intell, Syſt, p. 628. 
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d doing it to our Saviour Chriſt, tho' a Creature 
" WW only. No doubt but there is; and God forbid 
© WF that any Chriſtian ſhould ſay, or think other- 
vie. But that is not the point. The Worſhip 


eren of Saints and Angels is much preferable 
„do Pagan Worſhip. But ſtill They are Both 


d equally, tho not equally culpable, Idolatry; 
at and are Breaches of the firſt Commandmenr. 
© BW Whatever love, reſpect, gratitude, Sc. may be 
ed qe for what our Lord and Saviour has wrought 
- for us, if He be ſtill a Creature, All cannot come 


„y to Yorſbip, which is appropriate ro God 
done. Well, but it may be farther pleaded, 
that here is God's command in the Caſe, which 
makes it widely different from any of the for- 
ner Very True, there is ſo; and we ſhall 
make a proper uſe of that hereafter: But the 
Queſtion is, what is the fundamental Rule of 
religious Worſhip? Is it 70 worſhip God only t 


70 Or is it to worſhip God, and whomſoever be- 
ſides, God ſhall appoint to be worſhip'd? They 

or 

12 who pretend the latter. muſt ſhow ſome Foun- 

oY dation, if They can, in Scripture, for it. Whereis 

0 it intimated, either in the Old or New Teſtament, 


| that Worſhip ſhould be paid to. any beſides 
| God? Neither the Law nor the Prophets, 
neither Chriſt nor His Apoſtles ever intimated 
| any thing like ir. Our Saviour did not fay, 
worſhip God, and whomſoever God ſhall fly 
'0 be worſhip'd; nor did the Angel, in the Re- 
velations, inſinuate any ſuch Thing: St. Paul 
ucyer told us of ſerving the Creator, and 

R 2 whom 
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whom the Creator ſhould. nominate beſides, but 
Creator only. The like may be obſerved up. 
on other occaſions, where this might have been 
properly . intimated, but is conſtantly omitted 
Nothing therefore can be plainer than that the 
fundamental Rule for Worſhip is, that G04 on. 
ly is to be worſhip'd. All Worſhip, inconſiſtent 
with this primary and perperual Law, muſt, of 
Conſequence, appear Idolatrous, either in the 
Practice, or the Principle: And it is thus that 
the Arians, following a Scripture-Command 
bur not upon Scripture-Principles, and pradii 
ſing a Chri/tian Duty upon a Pagan Founds- 
tion of Creature- Worſhip and Polytheiſm, 
ſtand charged with Idolatry. 

2. To confirm us farther in the Truth of the 
Principles here aſſerted, I ſhall ſubjoin a ſecond 
Conſideration, drawn from the Practice of the 
AG Martyrs; who may be preſumed to 
have underſtood the Principles of that Religion, 

for which They chearfully laid down their Lives 
It is well known that They readily ſubmitted 
to all kinds of Torment, and to Death it elf, 
rather than offer Adoration, Incenſe, or Sacti- 
fice to the Heathen Deities. Now, if Soverazy" 
Worſhip be all that is appropriated to God; and 
if no Worſhip be Soverazgn, but what the in. 
ward Intention, and ſecret Eſteem of the Wor- 
ſhipper make fo; how thoughtleſs were They, 
to reſiſt eyen unto Blood, for fear of committing 
a Sin, which it was not poſſible for Them to 


have been guilty of, They could never babe 
blunderd 
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blunder'd ſo egregiouſly, as to have conſider d 
the Heathen Deities (which They heartily de- 
ſpiſed) as Supreme Gods; or to have intended 
chem Soverazgn Worſhip; and therefore could 
not have been guilry of giving them that Wor- 
ſhip which is appropriate to God. They had 
ſo mean and deſpicable an Opinion of the Pa- 
gan Neities,. that if che Quality of the Worſhip 
is to be eſtimated from the ſecret Z/feem and 
Intention of the Worſhiper, ſuch Acts of Wor- 
ſhip muſt have dwindled into no Worſhip in 
reality ; hardly amounting ro ſo much as an 
empty ceremonious Compliment, Where then 
was the Harm of Sacrificing to Idols? What 
Law had condemn'd it, if your Principles 
be true? The outward Act being equzvocal, 
this could not be interpreted Sacriſice, ſuch 
as God had forbid to be offer d to any bur 
Himſelf, Bur Thoſe primitive Saints were un- 
acquainted with your refined Subtilties, having 
learned their Logick from Scripture, and the 
plain common Senſe and Reaſon of Mankind. 
They knew that the Signification of Worſhip 
and Sacrifice depended not on their arbitrary 
Eſteem, or ſecret Intention ; but had been be- 
fore fix'd and determin'd by God. To offer 
Sacrifice to the Heathen Deities, was, by Con- 
ſtruction and Implication, declaring Them to 
be immutable, eternal, ſupreme, and ſtrictly 
drvine, They could not be guilty of ſuch a 
lolema Lie, or commit ſuch þarefac'd Pro- 
fineſs and Idolatry. They would not proſtitute 
| | os the 
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the Marks and Characters of Divinity to Thoſe 
who were by Nature no Gods; nor give That 
to Idols, which was appropriared to God only, 
This was their manner of reaſoning ; and this 
was right: For, indeed, upon the other Hypo- 
theſis, there is nothing ſo mean or low, but 
what a Man might pay religious Worſhip to. 
For Inſtance: Pray to Angels, but conſider 
them as Angels, with proportionate Reſpect, 
and there will be no harm in it. Wo ſhip Saints 
departed, but intend them only ſuch reipect as 
is due to Saints, and all is right. Fall down 
before a Crucifix with humble Proſtration, but 
conſider it as a Crucifix, and intend little or 
nothing by ir, and all is well. Thele ſeem to 
me the unavoidable Conſequences of this famed 
Diſtinction; and theſe are the uſes which have 
actually been made of it, ſince Men have 
learn'd to be ſubtile, inſtead of wiſe; and have 
departed from the fundamental Maxim of re- 
vealed Religion, that God alone zs to be vor- 
Ship d with religious Worſhip. The Sum of 
what hath been ſaid. on this important Article, 
may be comprized in the following Particulars. 


1. That, under the Old Teſtament, all religi- 
ous Worſhip was declared to belong to God 
only; and upon ſuch Reaſons as exclude all 
Creature - Worſhip ; Namely , becauſe He is 
SG od, Jehovab, Eternal, Immutable; Creator, 
Preſerver, Suſtainer and Governor of all 


2, That 
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2. That our bleſſed Lord made no Alteration 


in this Law; but explain'd and confirm'd it: 


His Apoſtles, after Him, inculcated the fame 
Thing, long after our Saviour's Exaltation and 
Aſcenſion, and an Angel from Heaven rein- 


forc'd it, thereby proclaiming its perpetual Obli- 


cation. No Diſtinction. of Worſhip, mediate and 
ultimate, was ever intimated ; nor of Inferior 
and Soveraign : But all religious Worſhip ſup- 
poſed to have one Meaning, one S1gnificancy, 
one Object, viz. The divine Nature; whether 
ſubſiſting in one Perſon, or more. 4- 

3. Such being the Rule and ſtanding Law for 
religious Worlhip, none can have any right, 
title, or claim to //orſhip, but in Conformity 
to the ſame Rule. 

4. If the Son of God be very God, Fehovabh, 
Creator, Suſtainer, and Preſerver of all Things; 
then He both may, and ought to be worſhip'd, 
in conformity to the Scriprure-Rule, and upon 


Scripture-Principles: But if He be a Creature 
only, the worſhip of Him is not conſiſtent with 
the fundamenral Rule both of rhe Law and the 


Goſpel. In a word; if the Son of God is to 
be wor/hip'd, He is not a Creature: if a Crea- 
ture, He is not to be worſhip'd. 
It remains now only to inquire, whether the 
primitive Church, which had the ſame Scriptures 
that we have and better Opportunities of know- 


ing and underſtanding Them, made the fame or 


the like Concluſions from Them. Ir is an Ar- 


gument of no ſmall Importance; and therefore 
1 I hall 
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I ſhall think it worth the while, to give you a 
brief Summary of the Sentiments of the earlieſt 
Chriſtian Writers; and in their own Words, 
that every impartial Reader may be able to 
judge for Himſelf. 
Fuſtin Martyr, giving account of the Chri- 
ſtian Worſhip, ſays plainly, ** * We worſhip 
God alone; and, None but God ought to 
« be worſhip d. | 
b Athenagoras, in like manner, ſpeaks to this 
effect: We are not to worſhip the World, 
but the Maler of it; we worſhip not the 
" * Powers of God, but their Creator and 
„ Governor. 
Theaphilus ſays, ** I will Honour the King, 
« but I will not /orſhip Him. I will wor- 
** ſhip God, the real and true God: no one 
*« ought to be worſhip'd but God alone. 
FTatian, to the ſame purpoſe, tho' not fo 
fully, ſays; The Yorks of God, made for our 
« Sakes, I will not worſhip. 
Tertullian lays, ** What we worſhip is one 
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« God, who made the whole Maſs of Things 
« purely from Nothing. I am commanded not 
to call any other, God, nor to adore, or in 
any wiſe worſhip any other beſides that 
one. 

* Clement of Alexandria has more to this 
purpole : ** Angels and Men (ſays He) are the 
Works of God's Hands: Let none of you 
« worſhip the Sun, but let Him ſet his Heart 
upon the Sun's Creator: Neither let Him 
« deify the World; but to the Maker of the 
* World let his Deſires be. I ſeek after God. 
the Creator of the World, Him that light- 
ed up the Sun, and not after the Creatures 
(ea) which God hath made. The Gentz/es 
- * ought to learn, from the Law and the Pro- 
phets, ro worſhip the one God, and Him 
only, who is, in reality, Almighty. This 
it is to worſhip the divine Being in true 
Righteouſneſs of Practice and Knowledge. 

Irenæus expreſſes Himſelf thus: ** You 
** ought 3 the Lord your God, and to 
ſerve Him only, and to give no credit to 
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Him, who deceitfully promiſed Things which 


were not his own, ſaying: All theſe Thing. 
« will I give Thee, if Thou wilt fall down 
* and worſhip me. The Syſtem of Creatures 
*« is not under his Dominion, ſince He Him. 
*« ſelf is one of the Creatures. 

* Origen has a great deal to our purpoſe, in 
his Book againſt Ce//4s. I ſhall ſelect a few 
Paſſages: He blames the Centiles, who from 
* the ſtupendous greatneſs of the World, and 
*« the beautiful order of Creatures ( Suwpy- 
& u4mwy) did not perceive that they ought to 
** admire, worſhip, and adore Him only that 
* made Them. In another place He fays: 


* 


To worſhip the Sun and the Creatures of 


God (Os Wuwpyipa®) is forbidden Us, 
* who are taught, not #9 ſerve the Crea- 
* ture be ſides the Creator. He obferves a 
little after that: We ought not to Honour 
FThoſe in the place of God, or of the Son of 

* God. Which I take notice of here particu- 
larly, that you may ſee how clearly Origen 
diſtinguiſhes the Son from the Sypuspynua't Ow: 
as, indeed, He does every where. In another 
place, He obſerves thar Chriſtians are bred up 
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to Thoughts elevated far * above all Creatures, 
and might very juſtly diſdain to worſhip any 
of Them. The like He remarks of the Fews, 
that they were taught to f aſcend up to 
« the uncreated Nature of God, to fix 
« their Eyes upon Him only; and on Him 
« alone to reſt all their Hopes and Ex- 
(6 pectations. | 

I might add many more Teſtimonies, to the 
ſame effect, from the Ante-Nicene Writers: 
But theſe are ſufficient to give us a juſt Idea of 
their Principles. in relation to the Object of 
Worſhip. This we ſhall find run thro' Them 
all, That God' alone is to be worſhip'd ; the 
Creator in oppoſition to all Creatures what- 
eyer; the rb Oehb (as Clement of Alexandria, 
ad Origen ſometimes accurately expreſs it) which 
allo Tertullian ſeems to intimate, in the words, 
9uod Colimus, above cited. The Sum then of 
the caſe is this: If the Son could be included 
45 being uncreated, and very God; as Creator, 
huſtainer, Pre ſerver of all Things, and one 
with the Father; then He might be worſhip'd 
upon their Principles, bur otherwiſe could not. 
What their Practice was, ſhall be conſider'd, in 
its proper place. For the preſent, let it be a 
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Rule and Maxim with us, fix'd, as far as Scri- 
pture and the concurring Judgment of Antiqui 

can fix it (beſides what might be juſtly pleaded 
from the Reaſon of the Thing) that no kind or 
degree of religious Worſhip is due, or can be 
lawfully paid, to auy Creature. The Conclu- 
ſion from all is; if our Bleſſed Lord is a Crea- 
ture, He is not to be worſhip'd; if He is to 
be worſhip'd, He is not a Creature. Now we 
may pals on. | 


Query XVII. 


Whether, notwithſtanding, Worſhip and Aab. 
ration be not equally due to Chriſt; and 
conſequently, whether it muſt not follow 
that He ts the one God, and not (as the 
Arians ſuppoſe) a diſtinct inferior Being ! 


OU Anſwer, that Equality of divine He 

nour is never poi in Scripture to 
the Sou with the Father; and then, in proof 
of a Matter of Fact, you aſſign a reaſon of your 
own deviſing; for then the Sou would be ab. 
ſolutely equal with the Father, which it 
contrary to Scripture and Reaſon, (p. 94. 
But why do you not keep cloſe to the Words 
of the Query, and to the point in Queſtion? 
Worſhip and Adoration are my Words; not 
divine Honour, which is ambiguous, and leads 
us off from the Argument in Hand. Suppoſe 
it had been faid Sacrifice: Would you _ 
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thus? Equality of divine Sacrifice is never at- 
tributed, Sc. Do not you ſee the Impropriety ? 
Well, but, as it is, you muſt fay, equality of 
divine Worſhip is never attributed, &c. And 
then, pray tell me, what you mean by egua- 


lity or inequality of Worſhip ; whether you 


mean longer or ſhorter Prayers, more or leſs 
frequent Addreſſes, or any thing elſe. Be that 
25 it will, J/orſhip, religious Worſhip, greater 
or ſmaller, longer or ſhorter, has the ſame Im- 
port and Significancy ; and ſpeaks the Perſon 
addreſs d to, to be divine: juſt as Sacrifice, 
whether offer'd once a Year only or once a 


Day, or whether it were a Lamb or only two 


young Pigeons, carried the ſame Acknowledg- 
ment with it of the Divinity, Soveraiguty. 
and Supremacy of the Perſon to whom it was 


offer d. Now, Worſhip being, as hath been 


faid, an Acknowledgment of the true God, in 


oppoſition to all Creatures whatever, which 
are by Nature no Gods; and being offer'd to 
the Father, not for the recognizing his per ſonal 
Properties, as He ſtands diſtinguiſh'd from the 


Jon and Holy Spirit, but his eſſential Perfecti- 


ons, common to all, and by which He is di- 
ſtinguiſh'd from the Creatures; it is very mani- 
felt, that if the Son is to be worſhip'd too, 
He is equally God, and true God, with the 
Father; has all the ſame eſſential Excellencies 
and Perfections which the Father hath, and is 
at as great a diſtance from the Creatures; in 
oppoſition to whom, and as a mark of his Su- 


perior 
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ons and infinitely tranſcendent Excellency, 

e is worſhip'd. If then Honour conſiſts in 
the Acknowledgment of his eſſential Perfections 
Equality of divine Honour is attributed in 
Scripture to the Son with the Father ; becauſe 
Mor ſhip is attributed to Both, and is always of 
the ſame Import and Significancy, by God's 
own Order and Appointment. But then you! 
lay, the Son will be ab/o/nrcly equal with the 
Father; which you think inconſiſtent with Scri. 
pture and Reaſon. If you mean by abſolutely 
equal, that the Son muſt be the fr? Perſon, 
as well as the Father, I deny your Inference: 
if any thing elſe, I allow it to be true. The 
Son will be equal in all thoſe Reſpects, for 
which Worſhip is due to the Father Him- 
ſelf. He will be equally divine, equally eter. 
nal, immutable, wiſe, powerful, &c. in a 
word, equally God and Lord. As to the Sub. 
ordination of Perſons in the ſame Godhead, 
That is of diſtinct Conſideration ; and we may 
never be able perfectly to comprehend the Re- 
lations of the three Perſons, ad intra, amongſt 
themſelves; the ineftable Order and Occonomy 
of the ever bleſſed Co-cternal Trinity. Vou 
have many Things to ſay, in hopes to leſſen 
the Honour and Worſhip attributed to the Son 
in Holy Scripture. But unleſs you cou'd prove 
that no Worſhip at all is to be paid Him, you 
prove nothing. However, that I may not ſeem 
to pals any thing ſlightly over, I ſhall take the 
Pains to cxamine your Exceptions. 


As 


18 3 VVFD3 w Ro Ro he _ wn 


% mw, mw < # — — — 9 „ * 


Qu. XVII. of ſome QUERIES. 255 


As to what you fay, to weaken the force of 
Job. 5. 23. the anſwer to it will properly fall 
under a diſtinct Query; which is entirely upon 
it. You * cite THil. 2 11. Job. 14. 13. againſt 
the Queriſt; as if it was any Queſtion betwixt 
us, whether God was gloriſed in his Son; 
or whether the Honour of either did not re- 
dound to Both. It was, you ſay, the Prayer 
of Chriſt to glorify his Father, and the Fa- 
ther only. But read that part of the Prayer 
again, and believe your own Eyes, Joh. 17. 1. 
Father, the Hour is come, Glorify thy Son, 
that thy Son alſo may glorify Thee. How fa- 


miliar, how equally concern'd, as well for his 


own, as his Father's Glory. So again, a little 
after; 1 have glorified Thee on the Earth: I 


| have finiſhed the Work which Thou gaveſt me 


to dv. And now, O Father, glorify Thou me 
with thine own ſelf, with the Glory which J 
had with Thee, before the World was, Joh. 
17. 4, 5. See alſo, Fob. 13. 31, 32. and then 
tell, me whether it was Chriſt's deſign, or de- 
fire, that his Father only might be glori ted. 
How could you mils ſuch plain Things? You 
go on; The Father is the object, to which He 


| commands us to direct our Prayers. What? 


Will you diſpute whether Chriſt is to be wor— 
ſhip'd, or invocated ? Conſider, I beſeech you, 
Joh. 5. 23. mention'd above; Recollect with your 


elf, that He is ſometimes diſtinctly and perſonally 


| invocated. Grace, Mercy, and Peace, or Grace 


. 90. + AQs7.59. 1 The. 3. 11. Rom. 10. 13. 1 Cor. 1. 2. 


and 
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and Peace, or Grace only, are frequently, in 
Twenty Places of the New Teſtament “, im. 
plored of Him, together with the Father. He 
is to be worſhip'd and adored, as well as the 
Father, by Men, by * Angels, by the b whul: 
Creation. Glory and Dominion for ever and 
ever are © aſcribed to Him, as well as to the 
Father. This is the Senſe of Scripture : I need 
not add, it being a thing ſo well known, the 
Seale alſo of the earlieſt and beſt Chriſtian Wii. 
ters, who unanimouſly declare for the Wor- 
| ſhip of Chriſt ; and their Practice was conform- 
able thereto. And now, that you may {ee 
how conſiſtent thoſe good Men were (ſuitably 
to their ſtrict ſincerity ) with Scripture, with 
Themſelves, and with each other; I ſhall ſtep 
a little aſide, to ſhow You upon what Principles 
They might, and did give religious Worſhip to 
Chriſt. 3 5 

We have heard Juſtin Martyr, before, de- 
claring that God alone is to be worſhip'd. Very 
true: But then He conſtantly reaches us that 
the Son is God; and therefore might conſiſtent. 
ly fay, that the Son is to be d worſhip'd, and, 
in the Name of the whole Church. we . 


« ſhip Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt. 


* See Clarke's Script. Doctr. Ch. 2. Sect. 4. 
a Hebr. 1. 6. b Rev. 5. 8. 
c 2 Pet. 3. 18. Rev. 5. 13. See alſo Rev. 7. 10. 
d Ilpooxumres, Apol. 1. p. 94. Apol. 2. 3 f. Ox. Dial. pag. 191. 
209. 231. 365. Jebb, 
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Athenagoras has before intimared that no- 
thing leſs than the Creator of the World is to 


be 0r/hip'd. But then He tells us too, that 


all Things were ® created by the Son and 


therefore no wonder if, giving account, to the 


Emperor, of the God whom the Chriſtians wor- 
ſhip'd, He © joins the Son with the Father. 

Theophilus declares, as before ſeen, for the 
Worſhip of God only; and ſays, the King is 
not to be worſhip'd, becauſe He ig not God. 
But then, as to the Son, He d owns Him to be 
God; and therefore of Conſequence muſt ſup- 
pole Worſhip due to Him. 

Tatian teaches that God only is to be wor- 
ſhip'd; not © Man, not the Elements, not the 
Creatures, Jpwpyiz, Very good: But the Son 
who f created Matter, and is *AyytAur Sywep- 
75, might be worſhip'd notwithſtanding, 

Tertullian is fo ſcrupulous, that He ſays, He 
will not ſo much as call Any other, God, but 
the God whom He worſhip'd, and to whom 
done He pronounces all Worſhip due. But He 
mult certainly include the do in that only God; 
3 every one knows who ever look d into his 
Writings: And accordingly He s admits the wor- 
hip of Him. . 

Clement of Alexandria, as we have obſerv'd 
wove, h proteſts againſt the Worſhip of Crea- 


2 See the paſſage above, p. 248. b See above, p. 189. 

0 8105 41 % T mommy Tad) F eg ug T rap ary Ae, 
„122. d Pag. 1230. e Pag. 17, 18. 79. f See above, 
89. g Apolog. c. 21. Ad Uxor. I. 2. c. 6. ; P. 249. 
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tures; and allows no Worſhip but to the Ma. 
ker and Governor of all Things. But then 
no Man more * expreſs than He, for the yr. 
fhiping of God the Son. The Reaſon is plain: 
The Son is > Maker and Governor of the World, 
and even nymxexnp, according to this excel. 
lent Writer. | 
Trenzus likewiſe, as above cited, gives hi 
Teſtimony for the Worſhip of God only; and 


againſt the Worſhip of any Creature. But the 


lame Jrenæus as conſtantly ſuppoſes the Son to 
be traly God, and one God with the Father 
and expreſly © exempts Him from the number 
of Creatures; and therefore no wonder if He 
admits the Son to be d znvocated, as well as the 
= . 6 

Il ſhall obſerve the like of Origen, and then 
have done; referring the Reader, for the reſt, to 
the compleat Collection of Teſtimonies Jately 
made by the learned © Mr. Bingham, with very 
judicious Reflections upon them. 

Origen, as we have ſeen above, declares for 
the Worſhip of the one God, in oppoſition to 
all Creatures, Huwpynua, every thing create! 
+yerrro1, But the good Father had His Thoughts 
about Him: He clearly diſtinguiſhes the So 
from the Hwepynua, or Creatures; and be 
ſides, expreſſy makes Him f a-y4yms, uncreatel 


immutable, &c. According to Origen, tit 
a Vid. p. 311. $51, Ed. Oxon, b See above, p. 189.0 
c Vid. p. 153. 243 · Ed. Bened. | 
d Pag. 166. 232. e Origin, Eecl. B. 13. c. 2. 
f Contr. Celſ. P- 287. 169. 1789. 
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| who made (all) theſe Things, and if we inquire 
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Creator of the *Oniverſe, and He only is to 
be worſhip'd a, pag. 367. Very well; and look 
but back to page 308, and there the Son is 
Creator of the Univerſe. So. in © another 
lace, He tells us, we are to worſhip Him only 


farther we ſhall find, in the ſame Author, that 
God the Son {made all Things, the very words. 
[t is therefore a very clear Caſe, that Origen 
thought the Son to have the fulleſt Right and 
Title to religious Worſhip, the ſame that the 
Father Himſelf had, as being eternal, immutable, 
Creator and Governor of all Things. And 
therefore He ſpeaks of his being © worſhip'd as 
God, by rhe Magi; and calls it EvorGuz, the 


very fame word which He uſes, f ſpeaking of 


the Worſhip due to the Father. In s another 
place, He ſpeaks of the worſhiping Father and 
Son jointly as one God, and h elſewhere men- 
tions the worſhip of the Son, in his diſtin 
perſonal Capacity. The Sum then of Orger's 
Doctrine, as it lies in his Book againſt Ce//is 
(the moſt valuable of all his Works, and almoſt 


2 Ted Terre yu is. b Anpwicupyos 1d F ui. 

e Dien Xen A0 ＋ Tem mTangnm, P- 1 58. . 

d Toy Acgay mmonzlyy mr, 30% 6 mary wore e, p. 63. 

e Pag. 46. f Tu eg T F ds Dy orgy 01 td ee, p-. 160. 
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i, pP. 386. | 

h Exide mf Acyw Tos Otod, dba airy i,), p. 238, 
Toy ANN QUT ay A699 g Otod cεναον e, P-. 239. 

N. B. Here the Tranſlator (as it is uſual with Him to miſrepreſent 
ſuch Paſſages as relate to the Son) renders Algngror ard, ejus Mini- 


rum, The Senſe is : Diſpenſer of them, i.e. Prophecies, juſt before 
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the only one to be entirely depended on, asgiy. 
ing the true Senſe of Origen, or of the Church 
in his Time) is contain'd in theſe Particulars. 

I. That God the Son, if a Creature, or not 
Creator, or not truly God, ſhould not be vor. 
ſhip'd at all. XY 

2. That being truly God, and Creator, &c. 
He may be worlhip'd ; either goiutiy with the 
Father, as one T9 ©, or diſlinctiy, as one Per. 
ſon of the Godhead. 

3. That tho' He be God, and Creator; yet 
the Father is lo primarily and eminently as 
Father, and firſt Perſon ; and therefore the d. 
ſtint Worſhip of the Son, conſider'd as a Son, 
redounds to the Father as the Head and Foun- 
tain of all. Hence ir is, that, as the Father is 

rimarily and eminently God, Creator, and 
Object of Worſhip; ſo allo all Worſhip, is 
primarily and emmently the Father's: And 
thus it is that I underſtand Origen, in a cer 
tain place which has been often mil-inter- 
preted. | 1 

4 That the worſhip of the Son, conſiderd 
as a Son, is not an inferior Worſhip, nor any 
other than proper divine Worthip; being an 
_ acknowledgment of the ſame diviue Excellen. 
cies, and eſſential Perfections communicated 
from Father to Son: And hence it is, that there 
is ſtill but one Worſhip, and one Object of 


* Arnet N . abrg F adαν. 194 rewitowi aim, 2 u. 
gigi tx, 2 TEgRvZo min 5 z Irapriee A, © Gu Ty 
mi Xveacriiac ui wr agi, p. 233. | 
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Worſhip; as one God, one Creator, &c. by 
reaſon of the moſt intimate and ineffable Union 
of the two Perſons; which Origen Himſelf 
* endeavors to expreſs in the fulleſt and ſtrong- 
Words He could think on. 

From what hath been ſaid, we may know 
what Judgment to make of the Antient Doxo- 
logies. They ought certainly to be underſtood 
according to the prevailing Doctrine of the pri- 
mitiye Church. They were different in Form, 
but had all one Meaning; the ſame which I 
have ſhown you from the primitive Writers. 
The Arians* were the firſt who interpreted 
ſome of them to ſuch a Senſe, as either favor'd 
Creature-Worſhip, or excluded the Son and 


| Holy-Ghoſt from proper 4zvzme Worſhip. It 


was low Artifice to value one fort of Doxology 
above another, only becauſe more equzvocal ; 
and to contend for Autient Words, in oppoſi- 
tion to the Antient Faith. The Catholicks under- 
ſtood the ſubtlety of thoſe Men, and very eaſily 
defeared it: Firſt. by aſſerting the only true 
and juſt Senſe of Thoſe Doxologies, which the 
Arians had wreſted ro an Heretical Meaning; 
and next, by uſing, chiefly, Doxologies of ano- 
ther Form; which had been allo of long ſtand- 


* "ArzCtonue M ess mor tas man Ot, 5 * © edargiie;, x; 
$1245; & oE2wy 21 Ts T2007 «991 S- xt , re Otocy avs 
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ing in the Church; and which, being leſs equi. 
vocal, were leſs liable to be perverted. But 
the Subject of Doxologies being already in bet. 
ter Hands, I ſhall here diſmiſs it, and proceed. 
You obſerve, that it was the conſtant pra. 
&7ce of the Apoſtles to pray and give thank 
o God, through Jeſus Chriſt, (p. 91.) Very 
well; and ſo it is the conſtant Practice of the 
Church at this Day. What can you infer from 
thence ? That the Father and Son are not equal, 
or are not to be equally honour'd ? Nothing 
leſs: But, as the Son ſtands to us under 
the particular Character of Mediator, beſides 
what He is in common with the Father, our 
Prayers, generally, are to be offer'd rather 
through Him, than 20 Him: yet not forgetting 
or omitting, for fear of Miſapprehenſion and 
groſs Miſtakes, to offer Prayers directly to Him, 
and to join Him with the Father in Doro. 
logies; as the Antient Church did, and as our 
own, God be thanked, and other Churches of 
Chriſtendom ſtill continue to do. You add, 
that whatever Honour is paid to the Son, is 
' commanded, on account of his ineffable rela. 
tion to God, as the only begotten Son, &c. But 
this zneffable Relation is not that of a Cres 
ture to his Creator; but of a Sox to a Father, 
of the ſame Nature with Him. This may bc 
ſtiled ine cable the other cannot, in any true 
or juſt Senſe. If the Son is to be wworſhiP's, 
as you ſeem here to allow, it can, be on 10 


OE See Bull. D. F. p. 121, 
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other Account, but ſuch as is conſiſtent with 
the Scriptures; on the Account of his being 
one with the Father, to whom Worſhip be- 
longs; and to whom it is appropriated in op- 
polition to Creatures, not in oppoſition to 
Him who is of the ſame Nature with, Co-el- 
ſential to, and Inſeparable from Him. The 
Worſhip, you fay, terminates not in the Son. 
How- this is to be underſtood, and in what 
Senſe admitted, I have explain'd above. Strictly 
ſpeaking, no Honour is paid to Either, bur 
what redounds to the Glory of Both ; becauſe 
of their intimate Union; and becauſe Both are 
bur ove God. But you ſay, the Father begat 
Him: Very well; ſo long as He did not 
create Him, all is ſafe: The Eternity, the 
Perfettions, the Glory of Both, are One. 
And, you ſay, gave Him dominion over us: 
That is more than you can prove; unleſs you 
underſtand it of Chriſt, conſider'd as God. Man, 
or Mediator. 
In ſome Senſe, every thing muſt be refer'd 


to the Father as the firſt Perſon, the Head 


and Fountain of all. But this does not make 
two Worſhips, Supreme and Inferior ; be- 
ing all but one Acknowledgment of one 
and the ſame eſſential Excellency and Per- 
tection, conſider'd primarily in the Father, 
and derivatively in the Son; who, though 
perſonally diſtinguiſh'd, are in Subſtance un- 
divided and eſſentially one. All your Ar- 
guments, on this Head, amount only to a 

S 4 petitio 
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petitio priucipii, taking the main Thing for 
granted; that a Diſtiuction of Perſons is the 
ſame with a Difference of Nature; and that x 
Subordination of the Son, as a Son, to the Fa. 
ther, implies an eſſential Diſparity and Inequality 
betwixt Them; which you can never make out. 
Inſtead of proving the Son to be a Creature, 
and that He is to be worſhip'd notwirhſtandin 
(which are the Points you undertake) all that 
you really prove is, that the Son is not the Ta. 
ther, or firſt Perſon, nor conſidered as the fir 

Per ſon in our Worſhip of Him; which is very 
true, but very wide of the purpoſe. What 
follows in your Reply. (. 91, 92, 93.) does not 
need any farther Anſwer; being either barely 
Repetition, or Comments on your own Mi 
ſtake of the meaning of the word, Iudivi. 
dual; of which enough hath been ſaid before. 
You are pleaſed (pag. 94.) to make a wonder 
of it, that I ſhould quote Heb. 1. 6. in favor 

of my Hypotheſis. But if you conſider that 
the Angels are There order'd to worſhip the 
Son; and that Worſhip is appropriated to God 

only, by many Texts of Scripture, and the 
concurring Senſe of Antiquity, as I have ſhown 
above; there will be little farther occaſion for 
 wondring, in ſo clear a Caſe. In that ver) 

Chapter ( Hes. 1.) it is ſufficiently intimated 
what it was that made the Son capable of re- 
ceiving Worſhip and Adoration. He is declared 
to have made the Worlds; to be the SHining- 
forth of his Father's Glory, and the 7 5 
5 . mag? 
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Image of his Perſon; and to zphold all Things 
ly the word of his Power, (v. 2, 3.) Strong and 
lively Expreſſions of his druvine, eternal, un- 
created Nature; ſuch as might give Him the 
juſteſt claim ro the Worſhip and Adoration of 
Men and Angels. In the cloſe, you have a 
Remark about the error of Ars; which, you 
ay, did not conſiſt in the making the Jon, 
diſtin from, and really ſubordinate to 
the Father ( for that was always the Chri- 
lian Doctrine.) Here you come upon us with 
general Terms, and equivocal Expreſſions ; 
Leaving the Reader to apprehend that the Chri- 


ſtian Church believed the Son to be a 4iſtinct, 
| /eparate, inferior Being; in ſhort, a Creature; 


s Arins plainly, and you covertly aſſert: 
Whereas there is not an Author, of Reputa- 
tion, among all the Antients, before Arms, 
that taught or maintain'd any ſuch Thing. A 
Subordination, in ſome Senſe, They held; and 
that is all; not in Arius's Senſe, not in Vour's. 
Well, but you proceed to tell us, where- 
in his Error conſiſted. vi. in preſuming to 
firm, upon the Principles of his own un- 
certain Philoſophy, and without warrant 
from Seriprure, that the Son was eg yu ata, 
and that i nr . N w. Arms had ſo much 
Philoſophy, or rather common Senſe, as to 
think; and ſo much Frankneſs and Ingenuity, 
28 to confeſs; that there neither is, nor can be 
any Medium between God and Creature. He 
Was not fo ridiculous as to imagine that _ | 
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firſt made a Subſtauce, and then out of that 
pre-exiſting created Subſtance made the Son; 
| Beſides that, even this way, the Son had been, 
in the laſt reſult, F gx Tor; Nor was He weak 
enough to believe that any thing, ad extra, 
had been co-eval, or co-eternal with God Him. 
ſelf. If He had, He need not have ſcrupled tg 
have allow'd the like Privilege to the Son; the 
firſt and beſt of all Beings, except God Him. 
ſelf, in His Opinion. 
But ſince you think your own Phloſophy 
ſo much better than Ar:us's, will you be {6 
kind as to tell us plainly whether the Son be 
of the /ame divine Subſtance with the Fa- 
ther; or of ſome extraneous Subſtance which 
eternally pre-exiſted; or from nothing. The 
Firſt you deny directly, as well as Arius; and the 
ſecond allo, by plain neceſſary Conſequence: And 
why then ſhould you differ upon the ird 
which is the only one left, and muſt be true, it 
Both the other be falſe ? If Arius was raſh in 
affirming This, He was equally raſh in denying 
the Son's Co eternity with the Father, and again 
in denying his Con ſubſtantiality; and ſo your 
cenſure of Him recoils inevitably upon your {elf 
Then, for the other Error of Arius, in aſſerting 
that the Son once was not; as having been pro- 
duc'd, or created, by the Father ; in your Way, 
you correct it thus“: True, the Son was Pr 
auc d, brought into exiſtence, had a begin. 
ning, and was not, metaphyſically, ererpa!; 
but yet, for all that, it was an Error, in Pf 
P. 51.63. 22 
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l/aphy, for Arius to ſay, that He once was 
vt, Unhappy Aris. deteſted by his Ad. 


verſaries; and traduced by his own Friends, 


from whom He might reaſonably have expected 


kinder Ulage. Ler me intreat you, hereafter, to 
be more conſiſtent: Either value and reſpect the 
Man, as the great Reviver and Reſtorer of pri- 
mitive Chriſtzanity ; or renounce his Principles, 
and declare Him a Heret:ck, as We do. 


J 
QuEeR Y XVIII. 


Whether Worſhip and Adoration, both from 
Men and Angels, was not due to Him. 
long before the commencing of his Mediato- 
rial Kingdom, as He was their Creator 
and Preſerver (Sce Col. 1. 16, 17.) And 
whether that be not the ſame Title to Ado- 
ration which God the Father hath, as Au- 
thor and Governor of the Univerſe, upon 
the Doctor own Principles? 


oO anſwer, that tho” the World was 

created by the Son, yet no Adoration 
was due to Him upon that Account, either 
from Angels or from Men ; becauſe it was 
10 Af of Dominion, and He did it merely 
miniſterially (. 94.) guſt as no Adoration zs 


| mw due from us to Angels, for the Benefits 


they convey to us; becauſe they do it merely 
inſtrumentally. This is plain dealing; and 
however I may diſlike the Thing, I commend 


the 
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the frankneſs of ir. You are very right, upon 
theſe Principles, in your parallel from Angels: 
Had the Antients thought the Office of the Son 
miniſterial, in your low Senſe, They would 
have paid Him no more reſpect than they paid 
to Angels; and would certainly never haye 
worſhip'd Him. But I paſs on: Creation, you 
fay, is wo AF of Dominion; and therefore is 
not a ſufficient Foundation for Worſhip. The 
ſame Reaſon will hold with reſpect to the Fa. 
ther allo; for, Creating is one thing, and Ruling 
another, Vet you'l find that Scripture makes 
Creation the ground and reaſon of Worſhip, 
in fo particular and diſtinguiſhing a Manner, 
that no Perſon whatever, that had not a hand 
in Creating, has any right or title to Worſhip, 
upon Scripture-Principles; to which Catholick 
Antiquity is entirely Conſonant, as we haye 


obſerved above. I did not found his Right of 


Worſhip on Creation only, but Preſervation 
too; referring to Coloſſ. 1. 17. By Him all 
Things conſiſt ; to which may be added Heb. 
1.3. Upholding all Things by the word of his 
Power. The Titles of Creator, Preſerver, 
Suftainer of all Things ſound very high; and 
expreſs His ſuper-eminent Greatneſs and Ma- 
jeſty, as well as Our Dependence ; and there. 
fore may ſeem to give Him a full Right and 
Title to Religious Worſhip; eſpecially if it be 
conſider d, that they imply Dominion, and can- 
not be underſtood without it. Beſides that 


Cha. 


Qu. XVIII. of ſome QUERIES. 269 


Charafteriſtick of the true God, to whom all 
Honour and Worſhip is due. Add to this, that 
by Job. 1. 1. the Son was ©::s before the Foun- 
dation of the World; which implies, at leaſt, 
Dominion, upon your own Principles: And 
when He came into the World.“ He came un- 
to bis own, (Joh. 1.11.) having been their Crea- 
tir, V.10. and, as is now explain'd, Governor 
from the firſt. Wherefore, certainly, He had 
a juſt Claim and Title ro Adoration and Wor- 
hip from the Foundation of the World, even 
upon your own Hypotheſis. As to his creat- 
ing miniſterially only, I have ſaid enough to 
that Point, under the Eleventh Query. whither 
I refer you. | | 

From what hath been obſerved, it may ap- 
pear ſufficiently, that the divine A/ was our 
King, and our God long before; that He had 
the ſame Claim and Title to religious Worſhip 
that the Father Himſelf had; only nor ſo di- 
ſtinctly reveal d; and that his Enthronization, 


after his Reſurrection, was nothing more than 


declaring the Dignity of his Perſon more ſolemn- 
ly, and inveſting Him as f God. Man, in his 


* Unus Deus Pater ſuper Omnes, & Unum verbum Dei quod 
per omnes, per Quem omnia facta ſunt, & quoniam Hic Mundus 
proprius ipſius, & per Ipſum factus eſt Voluntate Patris, (c. 
— Mundi enim Factor vere verbum Dei eſt. Iren. p. 305. 

Verbum autem Hoc illud eſt, Quod in ſua venit, & ſui Eum non 
teceperunt. Mundus enim per Eum factus eſt, & Mundus Eum 


non cognovit. Novat. C. 13. p. 714. 


Si Homo tantummodo Chriſtus, quomodo Veniens in hunc Mun 
dum in ſua venit, cum Homo nullum fecerit Mundum? p. 71g. 
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rafsig. Cyril. Alex. Theſ. p. 130. whole 
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whole Perſon, with the ſame Power and Ay. 
thority, which, as God, He always had; and 
now was to hold in a different Capacity, and 
with the Addition of a new and ſpecial Title, 
that of Redeemer. They therefore who 
endeavor to found the Son's Title ro Wor. 
ſhip, only upon the Powers and Authority 
of the Mediator, or God. Man, after the Re- 
ſurrection (alledging 70%. 5. 22. Phil. 2. 10 
Hieb. 1. 6. and the like) give us but a very lean 
and poor Account of this Matter; neither con- 
ſiſtent with Truth, nor indeed with their own 
Fiypotheſis. You quote Phil. 2. 6. in favour 
of your Notion; and fay, that Chriſt was from 
the Beginning in the form of God; yet He 
did not aſſume to Himſelf to be honoured like 
unto God, till after his Humiliation. But this 
Poſition can never be made out from that Text. 
Allowing you your Interpretation, about, aſ- 
fuming to be honour'd, yet this can mean on- 
ly, that He did not aſſume, during his Humi. 
liation, without any reference to what He had 
done before. It is very clear from 70h. 17.5. 
that our bleſſed Saviour was to have no greater 
Glory after his Exaltation and Aſcenſion, than 
He had before the World was. Glorify me, 
with thine own ſelf, with the Glory, which 
J had with Thee, before the World was. 
His Glory had, to appearance, been under an 
| Eclipſe, during the ſtare of his Humiliation : 


| ® Clarke's Script. Dor. Prop. 48. 30, 51+ Clarke's Rep]. 
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But after that, He was to appear again in 


| full Luſtrez in all the Brightneſs and Splen- 


dor of his divine Majeſty, as He had done 
ever before. You think, that our Worſhip of 
Him, in his own diſtinft Perſon and Chara- 
ger, commenc'd after his Reſurrection from 
the dead. I might allow this to be ſo in Fact; 
and yet maintain, that He always had the ſame 
juſt Right and Title to religious Worſhip: 
which muſt have had its effect, had it been 
clearly and diſtinctly revealed, ſooner. This 

is enough for my purpoſe; in as much as I con- 


tend only, that the Worſhip due to Him is not 


founded merely upon the Power and Authority 
ſuppoſed to have been given Him after his Re- 
ſurrection; but upon his perſonal Dignity, and 
eſential Perfections. He might have had the 
very ſame right and claim all along, that ever 
He had after; only it could not take effect. and 
be acknowledged, till it came to be clearly re- 
vealed. Thus, God the Father had, undoubtedly, 
a full Right and Title to the Worſhip and Service. 


of Men, or of Angels, from the firſt: But that 


Right could not take place before He revealed 
and made Himſelf known to Them. This, I 
ſay, is ſufficient to my purpoſe; and all that ! 


inſiſt upon. Yer, becauſe I have a religious 


Veneration for every Thing which was uni- 
mere. taught and believed by the earlieſt 
Catholick Writers, eſpecially if it has ſome 


Countenance likewiſe from Scripture ; I in- 


cline to think that Worſhip, diſtin — 
| ip, 
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ſhip, was paid to the Son, long before his 


Incarnation. 

Irenæus is * expreſs that the Ass was wor- 
ſhip'd of old, together with the Father. Aud 
this muſt have been the Senſe of all thoſe Fa. 
thers, before the Council of Nice, who under 
ſtood and believed that the Perſon who ap. 
pear'd to the Patriarchs, who preſided oyer 
the Jewiſh Church, gave them the Law, and 
all-along headed and conducted that People, was 
the ſecond Perſon of the ever bleſſed Trinity. 
Now, this was the general and unanimous Opi- 
nion of the Ante-Nicene Writers, as hath been 
ſhown at large, under Query the ſecond. And 
it is obſervable, that Euſebius and At hanaſins, 
(two very conſiderable Men, and thoroughly 
vers'd in the Writings of the Chriſtians before 


Them ) tho' They were oppoſite as to Party, 


and differ'd as to Opinion, in ſome Points; 
yet They f entirely agreed in This, that the 
Son was worſhip'd by Abraham, Moſes, &c. 
and the 7euiſh Church. And herein, had we 
no other Writings left, we might reaſonably 
believe that They ſpake the Senſe of their Pre. 
deceſſors, and of the whole Chriſtian Church, 
as well before, as in their own Times. You 
will fay perhaps, that the Worſhip, ſuppoſed to 
have been then paid to the Son, was nor 4. 


* Qui igitur 2 Prophetis adorabatur Deus Vivus, Hic eſt Vi 
vorum Deus & Verbum Ejus 1. 4. c. 5. p. 232. Ed. Bened. 

See alſo Novatian. c. 15. Deum & Angelum invocatum, 

+ Euſeb. E. H. I. 1. c. 2. See alſo Comm, in Iſa. p. 381+ 386. 


Athanaſ. Vol. 1. p. 443. 445 ; 
fend 
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inf Worſhip. But it is ſufficient that it was 
(according to the Senſe of the Chriſtian Church) 
paid to the Perſon appearing, the Per- 
ſin of the Son, and He did not refuſe it; 
which is the very Argument that * fome of 
the Ante-Nicene Writers ule in Proof of his 
Divinity. The Patriarchs worſhip'd that Per- 
ſon, who appear'd and communed with Them; 
ſuppoſing Him to be the God of the Univerſe, 
to whom of right all Worſhip belongs. Had 
He not been what They took Him for, He 
ſhould have rejected that Worſhip, as the f An- 
gel did Manoa/'s Sacrifice; and as the Angel, in 
the Revelations, rejected the Worſhip which 
St. John would have offered Him. In a word; 
ſince the Son received that Worſhip, in his owns 
Perſon (according to the Antients) it muſt be 
faid, He was then dz/{zn1y worſhip'd, and in 
his own Right, as being truly God. How- 
ever That be, my Argument is ſtill good, 
that the Son (having been in he Form of God, 
and God; Creator, Preſerver and Suſtaimer 
of all Things, from the Beginning) had a Righr 
to Worſhip, even upon your Principles (much 
more mine) long before rhe commencing of his 


* Novatian may here ſpeak the Senſe of all. On Gen. 31. He com- 
ments thus: Si Angelus Dei loquitur Hzc ad Jacoby atque Ipfe An- 
gelus infert, dicens: Ego ſum Deus qui viſus ſum tibi in loco Dei: 
non tantummodo Hunc, Angelum, ſed & Deum poſitum, fine ulla 
bzlitatione conſpicimus; Quique Sibi votum refert ab Jacob deſti- 
tum eſſe, G. Nullius Alterius Angeli poteſt hic accipi 
tanta Auctoritas, ut Deum Se eſſe fateatur, & votum Sibi factum 
tl? Teſtetur, niſi tantummodo Chriſti — c. 25. 


7 judges 13. 16. ; 5 , 
T Media- 
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Mediatorial Kingdom : And therefore his Right 
and Title to Worſhip was not fornded upon 


the Powers then ſuppoſed to have been giyen 


Him: Conſequently, thoſe Texts which you 
refer to, for that purpoſe, are not pertinently 
alledged; nor are they of ſtrength ſufficient to 
bear all thar ſtreſs which you lay upon Them. 
This Point being ſettled. I might allow you that, 
in ſome Senſe, diſtinet Worſhip commenc'd 
with the 4z/{inf Title of Son, or Redeemer: 
That is, our Bleſſed Lord was then firſt wor- 
ſhip d. or commanded to be worſhip'd by us, 
under that diſtinct Title or Character; having 
before had no other Title or Characdler pe- 
culiar and proper to Himſelf, but only what 
was * common to the Father and Him too. Tho 
Father, Son, and Holy- Ghoſt are all jointly 
concern'd in Creation, Redemption, and San. 
ctiſication; yet it may ſeem good to Infinite 
Wiſdom, for great Ends and Reaſons, to attri- 
bute each reſpectively to one Peron, rather 
than Another; ſo that the Father may be en- 
phatically Creator, the Son Redeemer, the 
Holy Ghoſt Sanf#:ifer: And upon the com- 
mencing of theſe Titles reſpectively, the d:fin# 
Worſhip of each (amongſt Men) might accord: 
ingly commence allo. Excellent are rhe Words 


Sic Deus voluit novare Sacramentum, ut nove Unus cre- 
deretur per Filium & Spiritum, ut Coram jam Deus in us 
riis Nominibus & Perſonis cognoſceretur, qui & retro pet 
Filium & Spiritum prædicatus non intelligebatur. Tertull. Covi: 

Prax. c. 30. | | 
of 
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of *Biſhop Bull to this purpoſe ; which I have 
thrown into the Margin. I ſhall only add that 
while you endeavor to found Chriſt's Right and 
Title to worſhip ſolely upon the Powers ſup- 

ſed to be given Him after his Reſurrection, 
you fall much below the Antient Ariaus (whom 
yet you would be thought to exceed) and are 
running into the Sociniau Scheme, not very 
conſiſtently with your own, Thus you ſeem 
to be fluctuating and wavering between Two, 
(at the ſame time verbally condemning Both) 
certain in Nothing, but in oppoſing the Ca- 
tholick Doctrine; which when you have left, 
ou ſcarce know where to fix, or how to make 
your Principles hang together. To explain this 
a little farther : I found the Son's Title to wor- 
ſhip upon the Dignity of his Perſon; his 
creative Powers declared in Foh. 1. and elſe- 
where ; his being ©:0s from the Beginning; and 


* Profeto admiranda mihi videtur divinarum Perſonarum in 
dicroſanctiſſima Triade olxereuia, qua Unaquzque Perſona diſtinfts 
quaſi Titulo humanum itmprimis genus imperio ſuo divino obſtrin- 
xerit, Titulo illi reſpondente etiam diſtinfa uniuscujuſque imperii 


tatefactione. Patrem Colimus ſub Titulo Creatoris hujus Univerſi, 


qui & ab ipſa Mundi Creatione hominibus innotuerit; Filium ado- 
ramus ſub Titulo Redemptoris ac Servatoris noſtri, cujus idcirco 
dirina gloria atque imperium non niſi poſt peractum in terris hu - 
manæ Redemptionis ac Salutis negotium fuerit patefactum; Spiri- 
tum denique Sanctum veneramur ſub Titulo Paracleti, Iilumina- 
toris, ac Sau#ificatoris noſtri, cujus adeo divina Majeſtas demum 
poſt deſcenſum ejus in Apoſtolos primoſque Chriſtianos donorum 
omne genus copioſiſſima largitione illuſtriſſimum, clarius emicuerit. 
Niwirum tum demum Apoſtoli, idque ex Chriſti mandato, Gentes 
baptizabant in Plenam atque adunatam Trinitatem (ut cum Cy- 
jriano loquar) h. e. in nomine Patris, Filii, & Spiritus Sancti. 
Bull. Prim, Trad. P- 42. . 


T4 his 
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his preſerving, and upholding all Things (ac. 
cording to Colofſ. 1.16, 17. and Heb. 1) ante. 
cedently to his mediatorial Kingdom: You, on 
the other Hand, found it intirely upon the 
Powers given Him aftcr his Humiliation (allecg- 
ing ſuch * Texts as theſe, Matt. 28. 18. Joh, 
F 2, 23, 74. 2.10,11. KEV. 1. 5,6. Kev 
5. 8, 9, 10.) as if He had no juſt Claim or 
Title to worſhip at all, before that Time: For, 
tho' you put in the equivocal Word, d:/tinf, 
(very ingeniouſly) yet your Meaning really is, 
and the Tendency of your Argument requires 
it, that no Worſhip, Aiſtinct or otherwiſe, was 
due to Him, till He received thoſe full Powers. 
This pretence, I ſay, might come decently and 
properly from a Sociniau, or a Sabellian, who 
either makes Creation Metaphorical, or inter- 
prets ſuch Texts as 70%. I. 1. Col. I. 16, 17. and 
the like, of the Reaſon or M i ſdom of the Father, 
that is, the Father, indwelliug in the Man 
Chriſt Jeſus. But in you it muſt appear very 
improper; and very inconſiſtent with your 
other Principles: Wherefore I muſt again deſire 
you to be more conſiſtent; and to keep to one 
conſtant Scheme. Take either Arian, Sabel. 
lian, or Sociuian, and abide by it; and then 
T may know what I have to do: But do not 
pretend to hold T'wo Schemes, at a time, ut- 
terly repugnant to each other. | 
As te Scripture's ſeeming, in ſome places, to 
found Chriſt's Title ro Worſhip, not fo much 


* See Dr, Clarke's Rely, p. 239, 249. 
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upon what He zs in Himſelf, as upon what 
He has done for us; a very good Reaſon may 
he given for it, if it be well conſidered by what 
Springs and Movements moral Agents are 
atuared, and that we ve even God Himlelf, 
with reference to our Selves, * becauſe He firſt 
lived us. Abſtracted Reaſons of Eſteem, Ho- 
nour, and Regard are unaffecting, without a 


mixture of {ſomething relative to Us, which 


our Selves have a near concern in. The % 


ſential Dignity of Chriſt's Perſon is really the 


Ground and Foundation of Honour, and Eſteem 
(and conſequently of /Yorſhip, the higheſt Ex- 
preſſion of Both) which ought always to bear 
proportion to the intrinſick Excellency of the 
Object: But his Offices, relative to Us, are the 


noving Reaſons, which principally affect our 


Wills; and without which we ſhould want the 
ſtrongeſt Incitement to pay that Honour and 
Worſhip, which the eſent:al Excellency of his 
perſon demands. Scripture has ſufficiently ap- 
prized us of Both, diſcovering at once both his 
abſolute, and relative Dignity ; that ſo we be- 
ing inſtructed as well concerning what He is in 
Himſelf, as what He is in reſpect to Us, might 
underſtand what Honour us belongs to Him, 
and want no motive to pay it accordingly. 
Add to this, that Chriſt's Office, relative to us, 
naturally leads us back ro the antecedent Excel- 


lency and Perfection of that Perſon, who was 


able to do ſo great and ſo aſtoniſhing Things 


v1 Joh. 4. 19. 
1 fox 
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for us: Beſides that it muſt appear in the high. 
eſt Degree probable, that no Creature whatever 
(ſuppoſing Him to have ſuitable Abilities) could 
have been intruſted with fo great and fo en. 
dearing a Charge; ſuch as mult inevitably draw 
after it a larger ſhare of our Love, Reſped. 
and Eſteem, than ſeems conſiſtent with our 
Duty to God, and the Rules laid down in 
Scripture for our Behavior towards the Creq: 
Fures, But enough of this: I proceed. 


Ars ar ALL. 


Whether the Doctor hath not given a very 
partial Account of Joh. 5. 23. founding the 
Honour due to the Son, on this only, that 
the Father hath committed all Judgment to 
the Son; when the true Reaſon aſſign'd by 
our Saviour, and illuſtrated by ſeveral 
Inſtances, is, that the Son doth the ſame 
Things that the Father doth, hath the ſame 
Power and Authority of doing what He 
will; and therefore has a Title to as great 
Honour, Reverence, and Regard, as the 
Father Himſelf hath? And it is no Ob. 
jection to this, that the Son is there ſail 
to do nothing of Himſelf, or to have all 
given Him by the Father; ſince it is oui. 
ed that the Father is the Fountain of Al. 
from whom the Son derives, in an ineffabl 
manner, his Eſſence and Powers ſo as i0 
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N Anſwer to this, you ſay, The only Ho- 

nour due to our Saviour, is plainly ſup- 
poſed by St. John to be given Him, upon Ac- 
count of his being appointed by the Father 
judge of the World, p. 96. This is very ſtrange | 
indeed: Whar? Was there no Honour due ro 
Him on Account of his having been Oels from 
the Beginning ? None for his having created the 
World? None on Account of his being the ond 
begotten Son, which St. John repreſents as a 
Circumſtance of exceeding great * Glory? Sure- 
ly theſe were Things great enough to demand 
our Tribute of Honour and Reſpect ; and there- 
fore St. John could never mean that He was to 
be honoured only upon that inge Account, as 
being conſtituted Judge of all Men. This 
could never be the only reaſon why a/Z Men 
ſhould honour the Son even as They honour 
the Father. What then did St. 70h mean? 
Or rather, what did our Bleſſed Lord mean, 
whoſe Words Sr. John recites? He meant what 
He has ſaid, and what the Words literally im- 
port; that the Father (whoſe Honour had been 
ſufficiently ſecured under the Jewiſh Diſpenſa- 
tion, and could not but be ſo under the Chri- 
tian alſo) being as much concern'd for the Ho- 
ur of his Sou, had been pleaſed to commit 
all Judgment to Him, for this very end and 
purpoſe, that Men might thereby ſee and know 
that the Son, as well as the Father, was Fudge of 


Joh. 1. 14. a 
. 1 all 
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all the Earth, and might from thence be con- 
vinc'd how reaſonable it was, and how highly ir 
concern'd them, to pay all rhe fame Honour to 
the Son, which they had hitherto believed to 
belong to the Father only. And conſidering 
how apt Mankind would be to leſſen the Dignity 
of the Son (whether out of a vein of diſputing, 
or becauſe He had condeſcended to become 
Man like Themſelves) and conſidering alſo that 
the many Notices of the Divinity of his Per. 
{on might not be ſufficient, with ſome, to raiſe 
in Them that Eſteem, Reverence, and Regard 
for Him, which They ought to have; for the 
more effectually ſecuring a point of this high 
Concernment, it pleaſed rhe Father to leave the 
final Judgment of the great Day in the Hands 
of his Son: Men therefore might conſider that 
this Perſon, whom they were too apt to dil- 
regard, was not only their Creator, and Lord, 
and God, but their Judge too, before whoſe 
awful Tribunal they muſt one Day appear: An 
awakening Conſideration, ſuch as might not only 
convince Them of his exceeding Excellency 
and Super- eminent Perfections, but might remind 
them alſo, how much it was their Intereſt, as 
well as Duty, to pay Him all that Honour, 
Adoration, and Service, which the Digpiry and 
Majeſty of his Perſon demands. / 
Let us but ſuppoſe the preſent Catholick Do- 
ctrine of the Co- equality and Co- eternity of the 
three Perſons to be true, what more prop: 
method can we imagine, to ſecure to each 12 
fen oo WO og Te, 
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ſon the Honour due unto Him, than this; that 


eyery Perlon ſhould be manifeſted to us under 
ſome peculiar Title or Character, and inforce his 


claim of Homage by ſome remarkable Diſpenſa- 


tion, ſuch as may be apt to raiſe in Us a religious 
Awe and Veneration? This is the Caſe in fact; 
and on this Account, chiefly, it ſeems to be 
that the Son, rather than the Father (whoſe per- 


| ſonal Dignity is leſs liable to be queſtion'd) is 


to be Judge of all Men, that / all Men may 


honour the Son, vaFos muas Ti raTiex. The 
learned Doctor * pleads that xaJo; often ſigni- 


fies a general Similitude only, not an exact 
Equality : Which is very true ; and would be 
pertinent, if we built our Argument on the 
critical Meaning of the Particle. But what we 
inſiſt on, is, that our Bleſſed Lord, in that 
Chapter, draws a parallel between the Father 
and Himſelf, between the Father's Works and 
his own, founding thereupon his Title to Ho- 
nour ; which ſufficiently intimates what xa 
means; eſpecially if it be conſider'd that this 
was in anſwer to the Charge of making Him- 
ſelf f equal with God, This is what I in- 
timated in the Query ; upon the reading where- 
of, you are ſtruck with amazement at ſo evi- 
dent an inſtance, how prejudice blinds the 


Minds, 8c. But let me perſwade you to for- 


bear that way of talking, which (beſides that 
it is taking for granted the main Thing in Que- 
ſtion, preſuming that all the Prejudice lies on 


* Reply, p. 260% t Joh: 3. 18. 
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one fide, and all the Reaſon on the other) is 
really not very becoming, in this Caſe, con. 
fidering how many wiſe, great, and good Men, 
how many Churches of rhe Saints, through a 
long Succeſſion of Ages, you muſt, at the tame 
time, charge with prejudice and blindneſs, 
and that too after much canvaſſing and careful 
conſidering what Objections could be made 
againſt Them; to which you add nothing ney, 
nor ſo much as repreſent the old ones with 
greater Force than They have been often be- 
fore, 1300 Years ago. It might here be ſuf 
cient, for you, modeſtly ro offer your Reaſons: 
And however convincing they may appear to 
you (yet conſidering that ro Men of equal Senſe, 
Learning, and Integrity, they have appeared 
much otherwiſe) to ſuſpe& your own Judg- 
ment; or, at leaſt, to believe that there may 
be Reaſons, which you do not ſee, for the con- 
trary Opinion. Well, but after your ſo great 
Aſſurance, let us hear what you have to fay. 
Four Lord had purpoſely deſignd, in t 
moſt expreſs and emphatical Manner, to de. 
clare his real Subordination and Dependence 
on the Father, He could not have done it 
more fully and clearly than He hath in this 
whole Chapter. Ves, ſure He might: Being 
charged with Blaſphemy, in making Himſelf 
equal with God, He might have expreſs d his 
Abhorrence of ſuch a Thought; and have told 
Them that He pretended to be nothing more 
than a Creature of God's, ſent upon da 3 
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Errand; and that it was not by his own Power 
or Holineſs, that He made the lame Man to 
walk, (ſee Act. 3. 12.) Such an Apology as 
this would have effectually took off all farther 
Suſpicion, and might perhaps have well become 
a Creature, when charg'd with Blaſphemy. 
who had a true Reſpect for the Honour of his 
Creator. But, inſtead of this, He goes on, a ſe- 
cond Time, to call Himſelf don of God, v. 25. de- 
claring farther, that there was ſo perfect a Union 
and Intimacy between the Father and Himſelf, 
that He was able ro do any thing which the Fa- 
ther did; had not only the fame Right and Au- 
thotity to work on the Sabbath, but the fame 
Power of giving Life to whom He pleaſed, of 
raiſing the Dead, and judging the World ; and 
therefore the fame Right and Title to the ſame 
Honour and Regard: and that rhe Execution 
of thoſe Powers was lodged in his Hands par- 
ticularly, leaſt the World ſhould not be ſuffici- 
ently apprehenſive of his high Worth, Emi- 
nency, and Dignity ; or ſhould not Honour the 
Hn even as they honour the Father 
This is the obvious natural Conſtruction of 
the whole Paſſage: You have ſome Pretences 
againſt it, which have been examin'd and con- 
futed long ago by Hilary, Chry/oftom, Cyril, 
Auſtin, and other venerable Fathers of the 
Chriſtian Church; ſo that I have little more 
to do, than to repeat the Anſwers. The Jews, 
you fay, falſely and maliciouſiy charged Him 
with making Himſelf equal with God. So = 
| | che 


284 A DEFENSE Qr.xx Ml 


the Ariaus: But what ground had either They, i 
or You, for ſaying ſo? It does not appear that 
the Evangeliſt barely repeated what the Jeu- 
had faid : But He gives the Reaſons why the 
Fews ſought to kill Him; namely, becaule He 
bad broke the Sabbath, and becauſe He made 
| Himſelf equal with God. So thought“ Hilary, 
and He is followed therein by Others, whom 
you may find mention'd in f Petavins. And 
this Socinus himſelf was ſo ſenſible of, that 
He could not but allow that the Apoſtle, as 
well as the Zews, underſtood that our Bleſſed 
Lord had declared Himſelf equal to God; only 
He is forced to explain away the equalzty to a 
Senſe foreign to the Contexr. | 
But ſuppoſing that the Apoſtle only repeated 
what the Zews had charged Him with; how 
does it appear that the charge was falſe? It is 
not to be denied that He had really wrought 
on the Sabbath, and had really called God bis 
Father, and in a Senſe peculiar; and why 
ſhould not the reſt of the Charge be as true as 
the other ? The Context and Reafon of the 
Thing ſeem very much to favor it: His fay- 


Non nunc, ut in Czteris ſolet, Judzorum Sermo ab his dictus 
refertur. Expoſitio potius hæc Evangeliſtæ eſt, Cauſam demon- 
ſtrantis cur Dominum interficere vellent. Hil. Trin. |. 7. p. 935. 

+ De Trin. p. 152» : 

+ Ex modo loquendi quo uſus eſt Evangeliſta, ſentiam eum 
omnino una cum Judzis cenſuiſſe Chriſtum, verbis illis, ſe æqua- 
lem Deo feciſſe neceſſe ht intelligere Hoc ipſum Eum quoque 
ſenſiſſe, non minus quam ſenſerit Chriſtum appellaſſe Deum Fatrem 
ſuum, quod ab ipſo, uno & eodem verborum Contextu, proxime 
dictum fuerat. Socin. Reſp. ad Vujek. p. 577. 
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ing, my Father worketh hitherto, and I work, 
muſt imply, either that He had an equal Right 


to do any thing his Father did; or, that He 


was ſo intimately united to Him, that He could 
not but act in concert with Him: Which is 
farther confirm'd by what follows, v. 19. I hat 
things ſoe ver He doth, theſe alſo doth the Son 
lkewsſe. Beſides, that had this been only a ma- 
licious Suggeſtion, a falſe Charge of the Jews, 
the Evangeli/t, very probably, would have gi- 
yen Intimation of ir, as we find done in other 
Caſes of that Nature, (Joh. 2. 21. Matt. 16. 12.) 
This is the Subſtance of St. Chry ſoſtom's reaſon- 


ing, in Anſwer to your firſt Objection; and I 


am the more confirm'd in its being true and 
right, by obſerving, as before ſaid, that Soci- 


nus himſelf, a Man fo much prejudic'd on the 


other ſide, could not help falling in with the 


| fame way of Thinking, ſo far, as to believe 


that the Apoſtle and the eus both agreed in 
the ſame Thing, vzz. that our Lord did, by 
what He had laid, make Himſelf equal With 


| God, in ſome Senſe or other; ſuch as the Jeu 


thought to be Blaſphemy, and in Conſequence 
whereof, they would have i d, i. e. ſtoned 
Him. Another Exception you make from 
the Words, The Son can do nothing of Him- 
ſell: The obvious meaning of which is; that 
being ſo nearly and cloſely related to God, as 
a Hon is to a Father; the Fews might depend 
upon it, that whatever He did, was both agree- 
able to, and concerted with his Father ; and 

ought 
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ought to be received with the ſame Reverence 
and Regard, as if the Father Himſelf had done 
it. He, as a Son, being perfectly one with 
his Father, could do nothing e T6 mare, 
againſt his Father, nothing a e, nothi 
Cee, (as Chryſoſtom ex preſſeth it) Both having 
the ſame Nature; and harmoniouſly uniting al. 
ways in Operation and Energy. Hence it 
was, that, if one wrought, the other muſt 
work too; if one did any thing, the other 
ſhould do Iitewiſe; if one guickned whom He 
would, fo ſhould the other alſo; and if one had 
Life in himſelf (or the Power of raiſing the 
Dead) ſo ſhould the other have too: And if 
the Father was primarily 7udge of the World, 
in right of his Prerogative as Father, the Son 
ſhould have it in the Exerciſe and Execution, 
ro manifeſt the Equality. Now, here is no 
ſtraining nor forcing of Texts, but the literal, 
obvious, natural Interpretation. Bur the In- 
terpretation, which you give, is plainly forc'd, 
makes the Context incoherent, and the whole 
Paſſage inconſiſtent. For, be pleas'd to obſerve 
your Senſe of verſe the 19th. The Son can 
do nothing but by Commiſſion from the Father: 
Why? then follows, For what things ſoever 
He doth, theſe alſo doth the Son likewiſe 
Does it follow, becauſe He can do nothing of 
Himſelf, in your Senſe, that therefore He can 
do every thing which the Father does? Where 
is the Senſe, or Connexion? Is He here limit. 


ing, and leſſening his own Powers, as, upon 
your 


Q> az _— 1 ann ws an „ — 8 2 n 


—_ kay — — wc 


= . K IJ KS): Ef => £Q a 


— neo 


QuXIX. of ſome QUERIES. 287 


our Principles, He ſhould haye done in an- 
ſyer to the Charge of Blaſphemy ? No; but He 
extends them to the utmoſt; and, inſtead of 
rerrating, goes on in the ſame ſtrain, and ſays 
more than He had ſaid before. To make good 
Senſe and Coherence of the Paſſage, upon your 
Scheme, you muſt fill up the Deficiency thus. 
The Son can do nothing but by Commiſſion 
and Commiſſion He has, to do every thing that 
the Father doth. Which, tho' it ſounds harſh, 
and looks too familiar for a Creature to pre- 
tend, yet might make the Context coherent. 
However, ſince the Interpretation I have be- 
fore given, is more natural and more obvious, 
argues no deficiency in the Text, makes the 
whole coherent, and has nothing harſh or diſ- 
agreeing it, it ought to be prefer d. For, after 
all, ir muſt be thought very odd and ſtrange 
for a Creature to be — or empower d 
to do all Things that the Creator doth; and 
to do them i,, in the ſame manner, allo, 
do not make any forced Conſtruction; for ſo 
the 2oth verſe, immediately following, in- 
terprets it: for the Father loveth the Son, 
and ſheweth Him all Things that Himſelf 
doth. You endeavor indeed to make ſome Ad- 
vantage of this very Text; alledging that zhzs 
Power, which the Son exercis'd, was given 
Him, not by Neceſſity (which is no Gift) but 
by free Love. But why muſt /ove imply free- 
dom? Doth not God /ove Himſelf? And if the 
Love of Himſelf be no matter of Choice, — 
mu 
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muſt the Love of his Son, his orher Self, be 
repreſented otherwiſe? You are forc'd to 444 
to the Text, to give ſome colour to your Ar. 
gument; and to call it free Love, when the 

Text ſays only, that the Father /overh. 
Thus far I have endeavor'd to clear up the 
Senſe of St. John; and to vindicate it from 
your Exceptions: which are not of fo great 
Weight, that you need be amazed at any 
Man's thinking ſlightly of them. Hilary well 
obſerves that the drift and deſign of our Sayi- 
 _our's Words was to declare his Equality of 

Nature with the Father, and his Souſhip, at the 
ſame Time. No inferior Nature could be 
capable of having all Things; nor could a Sor 
have them but as communicated. So that, in 
Both parts, it is directly oppoſite to ſuch as 
either diſown an Equality of Nature, or a real 
Diſtinction; wherefore Hilary concludes trium- 
phantly, both againſt Ariaus and Sabellians, 
in Words very remarkable, which I ſhall throw 
into the f Margin. 

But you add, as a Recapitulation of what 
you had ſaid upon this Article: If therefore 
to be freely ſent, and to act in the Name and 
by the Authority of another, be, to aſſume an 


Omnia habere ſola natura poſſit indifferens; neque Nativitss 
liquid habere poſſit, niſi datum fit, p. 928. | 
+ Concluſa Fine omnia adverſum Hzretici Furoris Ingenia. Filins 
eſt, quia ab ſe nihil poteſt. Deus eſt, quia quzcunque Pater fact, 
& ipſe Eadem facit. Unum ſunt, quia exæquatur in Honore, E- 
demque facit non alia. Non eſt Pater, quia miſſus eſt, p. 929» 
He has more to the ſame purpoſe, p. 1015, 1251. 


equality 
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equality of Honour and Regard with that 
ther, by whom He was ſent; we muſt for 
ever deſpair to underſtand the meaning of 
| Words, or to be able to diſtinguiſh between 4 
delegated, and a ſupreme underived Power, 
(p.97.) To which I make anſwer: If declaring 
Himſelf to be the proper Son of That Other, 
which both the Zews and the Apoſtle under- 
ſtood to be the ſame with making Himſelf equal 
with Him: If his claiming to Himſelf the fame 
Right, Power, and Authority which the Other 
hath; and aſſerting that He is able to do what- 
erer the Other doth; and that the exerci/e of 
thoſe Powers is left to Him, for this very end 
and purpoſe, that all Men may honour the 
One even as they honour the Other : If this be 
not aſſuming an Equality of Honour and Re- 
gud with That Other; we muſt for ever deſpait 
to underſtand the meaning of Words, or to be 
able to diſtinguiſh between what is proper to a 
Creature, and what to the Creator only. 

As to what you hint concerning a delegated 
Power, it is not to your purpoſe; unleſs you 
could prove that one Perſon cannot be Delegate 
to Another, without being unequal, in nature, 
o Him; which would prove that one Man 
cannot be Delegate to another Man; befides 
other Abſurdities. Acting by a delegated Power 
does by no means infer any Inferiority of Na- 
ture, but rather the quite contrary ; eſpecially, 
It the Charge be ſuch, as no inferior Nature 
could be able to ſuſtain; or if the Honour at- 
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tending it, or conſequent upon it, be too great 
for an inferior Nature to receive; as the 
Caſe is here. However, the divine Admi. 
niſtration, and wonderful oixouiz of the 
Three Perſons, with their Order of Acting, i 
what we mult not preſume perfectly to under. 
ſtand ; Nor can any certain Argument be drawn 
againſt the Thing, from our imperfect and in- 
adequate Conceptions of it. 

It it be objected that there is a Supremacy of 


Order lodged in One more than in the Other; 


ler that be rightly underſtood, and I fhall not 
gainſay it. The Father, as Father, is ſi. 
preme; and the Son, as Son, ſubordinate. We 

retend not to make the Son the Fit, but the 


Second Perſon of the Godhead. Whatever it- 


equality of Honour ſuch a S#premacy of One, 


and Subordination of the Other neceſſarily im- 


ply, while the Nature or Eſſence is ſuppoſed 


equal, ir may be admitted: But, I am not ap- 


prized that they infer any; Becauſe, tho! there 


are two Perſons, there is but one * undivided 


* Unius autem Subſtantiz, & Unius Status, & Unius Poteſtati, 
quia unus Deus. Tertull. Contr. Prax. c. 2. Unius Divinitatis Pater 
& Filius & Spiritus Sanctus. Id. de Pud. c. 21 

Ex Td Oed 2 To Tp UTE Aofw ug) ne νι,, mums 
VOUTETURT, Athenag. leg. c. 15. p. 64. 

Unam & Eandem Omnyipotentiam Patris ac Filii eſſe cognoſci 
ficut unus atque Idem eſt cum Patre Deus & Dominus. 07 
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Nature; which makes the Caſe widely different 
from that of one Man (a diſtinct and /eparate 
Being) acting under Another. | 
What follows, of your Anſwer to the preſent 
Query, is only ringing Changes upon the old 
Objection, drawn from your imaginary Senſe of 
individual Subſtance. And here you let your 
Thoughts rove, and abound much in Flight 
and Fancy; conceiving of the Trinity, after 
the manner of Bodies, and reaſoning from cor- 
poreal and ſenſible Images. A blind Man would 
thus take his Notion of Colours, perhaps from 
his Hearing or Feeling; and make many fan- 
ciful Demonſtrations againſt the Doctrine of 
Viſon; which would all vaniſh, upon the open- 
ing of his Eyes. Were we as able to judge of 


| what may, or may not be, in relation to 


the Modus of the divine Exiſtence, as we are 
to judge of common Matters, lying within the 
Sphere of our Capacity, there might then be 


ſome force in the Objections made againſt the 


Doctrine of the Trinity from natural Reaſon : 
But ſince many Things, eſpecially thoſe relating 


Totum Pater, Totum poſſidet Filius: Unius eſt quod Amborum 
et; quod unus poſſidet Singulorum eſt; Domino ipſe dicente: 
Omnia quecunque habet Pater, mea ſunt; quia Pater in Filio, & 
Fillus manet in Patre. Cui, Affectu non Conditione, Charitate non 
Neceſitate, decore ſubjicitur, per Quem Pater Semper honoratur: 
Denique inquit : Ego & Pater unum ſumus. Unde non diminutiva, 
ſed Religioſa, ut dixi, ſubjectione eſt Filius Patri ſubjectus: cum 
Originalis perpetuique Regni una Poſſeſſio, Co- æternitatis Omni- 
potentiæque una Subſtantia, una Æqualitas, una virtus Majeſtatis 
zuguſtæ, unito in lumine una dignitas retinetur; Zen. Veronenſ. eit. 
4 Bull, D. F. p. 466. | 
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to the incomprehenſible Nature of God, may 
be true, tho' we cannot conceive How; and ir 
may be only our Ignorance, which occaſions 
ſome appearing Inconſiſtencies; we dare not re. 
ject a Doctrine ſo well ſupported by Scripture 
and Antiquity, upon ſo precarious a Foundz. 
tion as this; That Human Underſtanding is 
the meaſure of all Truth: Which is what all 
Objections of that kind, at length, reſolye 
into. 

This being premis'd, let us next proceed to 
examine your Pretences, that I may not ſeem to 
neglect any thing you have, that but looks like 
reaſoning. The Seer had intimated, that the 
Son derives his Eſſence and Power, in a man- 
ner zneffable. Againſt which you object thus: 
But is it not Self: evident that, let the man- 
ner of the Son's Generation or Derivation be 
ever ſo ineftable, F any Thing was generated, 
or derived,” it muſt be a diſtinct individual 
Subſtance? No; but we think it ſufficient to 
ſay, that it muſt be a diſtin individual Per- 
fon. All the difficulty here lies in fixing and 
determining the Senſe of the words 7nd7vidual 
Subſtance. Would you bur pleaſe to define the 
Terms, we ſhould ſoon ſee what we have to do. 
But you go on: It could not be part of the 
Father's Subſtance; That is abſurd: And 10 
ſay, it was the whole, is ſo flagrant a Con. 
tradiction, that I queſtion a7 there cat 
be a greater in the nature and reaſon if 
Things. Can the ſame individual &. * 
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derived, and underived? Or, can there be 2 
Communication, and nothing communicated ? 
For, it is ſuppoſed, that the whole Eſſence, 
or Subſtance, is communicated fo the Son, 
and yet remains whole and uncommunicated, 
in the Father; which is evidently to be, and, 
not to be, at the ſame Time. This is your 
reaſoning, founded only on your miſtake and 
miſapprehenſion: By Father's Subſtance , as 
it ſeems, you underſtand the Father's . Hypo- 
ais, or Perſon; and are proving, very elabo- 
borately, that the Father never communicated 
his own Hypoſtaſis, or Perſon, either in whole, 
or in part. You ſhould firſt have ſhown us 
what Body of Men, or what * ſingle Man, ever 
taught that Doctrine, which you take ſo much 
Pains to confute. Let me now propoſe a difficulty 
much of the ſame kind, and nearly in the fame 


Words, to you; only to convince you that 


Objections of this Nature are not peculiar to 
the Doctrine of the Trinity, but affect other 
points likewiſe, whoſe Truth or Certainty you 
make no manner of doubt of. What I mean 
to inſtance in, is God's omnpreſence : That, 
God, the ſame individual God, is every where, 
you'l readily allow; and alſo that the Sub/{ance 
of God, is God. Now, will you pleaſe to tell 
me, whether that divine Subſtance which fills 
Heaven, be the ſame individual Subſtance with 
That which filleth all Things. If it be nor 


* 4s to your gird upon Tertullian, in your Notes, J refer you ts 
Bull. P. F. p. 95. for an Anſwer. - d | 
\ the 
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the ſame individual Subſtance (as by your 


rcaioning it cannot) it remains only that it be 
ſpecifically the ſame; and then the Conſe. 
quence is, that you make not one Subſtance iz 
number, but many; the very thing which yoy 
charge the Doctrine of the Trinity with. But 
farther, the divine Subſtance is in Heaven; 
thar is without Queſtion: Now, I ask, whe- 
ther the Subſtance which fills Heaven, be part 
only of that Subſtance, or the whole, If 
it be part only, then God is not in Hes. 
ven, but a part of God only; and the Artri- 
bates belonging to the whole Subſtance, cannot 
all be contracted into any one part, without 
defrauding the other parts; and therefore there 
can be only part of infinite Power, part of 
infinite Wiſdom, part of infinite Knowledge, 
and fo for any other Attribute. For if you lay, 
that the whole infinite Wiſdom, Power, Ge. 
reſiding in the whole, is common to every pat, 
it is (to ule your own Words) / flagrant 4 
Contradiction, that I queſtion whether there 
can be a greater in the nature and reaſon f 
Things. Can the ſame individual Power, Wil 
dom, Sc. be communicated, and not commu- 
nicated? Or, can there be a Communicatin 
and nothing communicated? For, it is ſuppoſed 
that the whole Vi ſdom, Power, &c. is com- 
municated, to one particular part; and yet r. 
mains whole and uncommunicated in the other 
parts; which is evidently to be, and not to be 
at the ſame Time. If you tell me, that 2 | 
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and whole are not properly applied to Wi ſdom, 
Power, &c. I ſhall tell you again, that They 
are (for any thing You, or I know) as properly 
applied to the Attributes, as they are to the 
Halject; and belong to Both, or Neither. And 
fince you are pleated ro talk of parts and 
whole of God's Subſtance, of which you know 
lirtle ; give me leave to talk in the fame way, 
where I know as little. The Learned Doctor 
repreſents it as a great Soleciſin to ſpeak of an 
Ell, or a Mile of Conſciouſneſs. He may be 
right in his Obſervation : But the natural Con- 
ſequence deducible from ir, is, that Thought 


is not compatible with an extended Subject: 


for there is nothing more unintelligible, or, ſeem- 
ingly at leaſt, more repugnant, than unextended 


| Attributes in a Subject extended: And many 


may think that an El. or a Mz/e of God 
(which is the Doctor's Notion) is as great a 
yoleciſm as the other. Perhaps, after all, it 
would be beſt for Both of us to be ſilent, where 
we have really nothing to ſay: But as you have 
begun, I muſt go on with the Argument, about 


| the Omnzpreſence, a little farther. Well, if it 


cannot be part only of the divine Subſtance, 
which is in Heaven, ſince God is There, and 
ſince all the Perfections and Attributes of the 
Deity have There their full exerciſe; let us 
hy that the whole divine Subſtance is there. 
But then how can He be omnipreſent ? Can the 
lame individual Subſtance be confin'd, and un- 
confined? Or can there be a diffuſion of it 


* Cl. Lett. p. 40. T4: - every 
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every where, and yet nothing diffuſed? For it 
is ſuppoſed that the whole Eſſence or Subſtance 
is diffuſed all over the Univerſe, and yet re. 
mains whole and undiffuſed in Heaven. Which, 
again, ig evidently to be, and not to be, ut 

the ſame time. | 
I ſhould hardly forgive my ſelf, upon any 
other occaſion, ſuch trifling in ſerious Things, 
If you take to this kind of reaſoning, (which 
is really not reaſoning, but running riot with 
Fancy and Imagination) about Matters inf. 
nitely ſurpaſſing human Comprehenſion ; you 
will make lamentable work of ir. You may go 
on, till you reaſon, in a manner, God out of 
his Attributes, and your ſelf out of your Faith; 
and not know at laſt, where to ſtop. For, in- 
deed, all Arguments, of this kind, are as 
ſtrong for Atheiſm, as They are againſt a 
Trinity Wherefore it concerns you {eriouſly 
to reflect, what you are doing. This, and the 
like Conſiderations have made the wiſeſt and 
cooleſt Men very cautious how they liſten'd to 
the rovings of wanton Thought, in Matters 
above Human Comprehenſion. The pretended 
Contradictions, now revived by many, againſt 
the Doctrine of the Trinity, are very old and 
trite, They were long ago objected to the 
Chriſtians, by the Heathen Idolaters. They 
almoſt turn'd the Heads of Praxeas, Noetus, 
Sabellins, Manicheus, Paul of Samoſata; 
not to mention Aris, Neſtorins, Eutyches, 
and other Antient Hereticks, The Catholic 
were 
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were ſenſible of them; But having well con- 


ſderd them, They found them of much too 
ſight Moment, to bear up againſt the united 


force of Scripture and Tradition. The Doctrine 


of the Trinity, with all its ſeeming Contra- 
ditions, has ſtood the Teſt, not only of what 
Human Wir could do, by way of Diſpute ; but 
of all that Rage and Malice could contrive, 
through a Perſecution almoſt as Bitter and Viru- 
lent, as any that had ever been under Heathen 


Emperors. This is to me an additional Confirma- 


tion, that the Doctrine we profeſs is no ſuch 
groſs Impoſition upon the common Senſe and 
Reaſon of Mankind, as is pretended. It was 
neither Force,” nor Intereſt, that brought it in; 
nor that hath ſince, ſo univerſally, upheld it; 
And Men are not generally ſuch Idiots as to 
love Contradictions and Repugnancies, only for 
Humor or Wantonneſs, when Truth and Conſiſt- 


ency are much better, and may be had at as 


caly a rate, Theſe Reflections have carried me 
rather too far: But They may have their uſe 
among ſuch Readers as know little of the Hi- 
ſtory of this Controverſy ; or how long It had 


been buried; till it pleas'd ſome amongſt Us to 


call it up again, and to dreſs it out with much 
Art and F7neſſe; to take the Populace, and 


| To beguile the Engliſh Reader. Many Things 
haye fallen under this Query, which properly 


belong d not to it, But it was — for 
Me to purſue You, what way ſoever You 

take. You was more at Liberty: My Method 
s determin'd by Your's. | Query 


ould 
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Whether the Doctor need have cited zoo 
Texts, wide of the purpoſe, to prove what 
no Body denies, namely, a Subordination, 
im ſome Senſe, of the Son to the Father; 
could He have found but one plain Text 
againſt His Eternity or Conſubſtantiality, 
the Points in Queſtion ? 


17 OUR Anſwer to this is very ſhort, not 
Y to ſay negligent. You ſay, F the Dv- 
ctor's zoo Texts prove a real Subordimation, 
and not in name only, the point is gain'd 4. 
gainſt the Queriſt's Notion of Individual Con- 
ſubſtantiality; #nl/e/s the ſame individual in. 
telligent Subſtance can be Subordinate to it 
felf, and Conſubſtantial with it ſelf. Here 
you are again Doubling upon the word, Is. 
dividual. The Queriſti never had ſuch a 
Notion as that of per/onal Conſubſtantiality, 
which is Ridiculous in the Sound, and Contra- 
dition in Senſe; and yet you are conftantly 
putting this upon the Queriſt, and honouring 
Him with your own Preſumptions. Let me 
again ſhow you, how unfair and diſingenuous 
this Method is. Do not you ſay that the fame 
individual Subſtance is preſent in Heaven, and, 
at the ſame time, filleth all Things? That it 
pervades the Sun, and, at the ſame time, pene- 


* Clarke's Reply, p. 7. trates 
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trates the Moon alſo? I might as reaſonably 
argue that you, by ſuch Poſitions, make the 
| /ame individual Subſtauce greater and leſs than 
it ſelf, remote and diſtant from z# /e/f, higher 
and lower than it /eff, to the right and to the 
left of it ſelf, containing and contain'd, bound- 
ed and unbounded, Sc. as you can pretend to 
draw thoſe odd ſurprizing Conſequences upon 
the Quersſf, Would not you tell me, in an- 
ſwer, that I miſinterpreted your Senſe of indi- 
vidual, and took advantage of an ambiguous 
Expreſſion ? Let the ſame Anſwer ſerve for Us; 
and you may hereafter ſpare your Readers the 
diverſion of all that unmanly trifling with an 
equivocal Word. But enough of this Matter. 
| might have expected of you, in your Reply 
to this Query, one Text or two to diſprove 
the Son's Eternity. and Conſubſtantiality, and 
to ſupply the Deficiency of the Doctor's Trea- 
tile: But ſince you have not thought fir to 
fayor me with any, I muſt ſtill believe that the 
Doctor's 300 Texts, tho' very wide of the pur- 
pole, are all we are to expect; being deſign d. 

inſtead of real Proof, to carry ſome Show and 
Appearance of it, that they may ſeem to make 
up in Number, what they want in Weight. All 
that the learned Doctor proves by his 300 Texts, 
or more, is only that the Son is Subordinate 
to the Father: Whether as a Son, or as a Crea- 
ture, appears not. However, the tacite Con- 
cluſion which the Doctor draws from it, and 
the 
Son 
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Son is not ſtrictly and efentially God; but 2 


Creature only. This Inference we deny ut. 
terly ; alledging that a J#b0rdination may be, 
and may be underſtood, between two Perſons, 
without the Suppoſition of any Inferiority of 
Nature : But all the Anſwer we can get to this 
is, that Nature and Eſſence are obſcure Me. 
taphyſical Notions (which is neither true, nor 
to the purpoſe, nor conſiſtently pleaded by 
one who builds ſo much upon Se/f-exiſtence, 
a Metaphyſical Term, the word Equivocal, 
and the Notion ſufficiently ohſcure.) And thus, 
as ſoon as the learned Doctor comes up to the 
pinch of the Queſtion, not being willing to own 
the Force of what is urged, He very wiſely dil: 
ſembles it, and goes off in a miſt of Words. 

I cannot but take notice, upon this occaſion, 
of your charging us frequently, in an invidious 
Manner, with the uſe we make of Metaply- 
ical Terms. I know no reaſon you have for it, 
except it be to anticipate the Charge, as being 
conſcious to your ſelves how notoriouſly you 
oftend in this kind. Any Man, that is acquaint- 
ed with the Hiſtory of Ariauiſm, knows that 
its main Strength lay in Logical and Metaphy- 
ſical Subtilties. The Faith of the Church was 
at firſt, and might be till, a plain, eaſy, ſimple 
Thing; did not its Adverſaries endeavor to per- 
plex and puzzle it with Philoſophical Niceties, 
and minute Inquiries into the Modus of what 
they cannot comprehend, The firſt Chriſtians 

9 Reply, p. 17+ 19. 21. 


eaſily 
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eaſily believed that Father, Son, and Holy-Ghoſt, 
into whom They were 4aprized, and whom 
They worſhip'd, were equally divine; without 
troubling themſelves about the manner of it. or 
the reconciling it with their Belief in one God. 
As Men generally believe that God fore-knows 
every thing, and that Man notwithſtanding is a 
free Agent, (ſcarce one perhaps in a Thouſand 
concerning Himſelf how to reconcile theſe two 
Poſitions, or being at all apprehenſive of any 
difficulty in it) fo, probably, the plain honeſt 
Chriſtians believed every Perſon to be God, and 
all but one God; and troubled not their Heads 
with any nice Speculations about the Modus 
of it. This ſeems to have been the artleſs Sim- 
plicity of the primitive Chriſtians, till prying 
and pretending Men came to ſtart Difficulties, 
and raiſe Scruples, and make Diſturbance ; and 
then it was neceſſary ro guard the Faith of the 
Church againſt ſuch Cavils and Impertinencies 
as began to threaten ir. Philoſophy and Meta- 
phyſicks were called in to it's Aſſiſtance; but 
not till Heretichs had ſhown the way, and 
made it in a manner neceſſary for the Catho- 
licks to encounter Them with their own Wea- 
pons. Some new Terms, and particular Ex- 
plications came in by this means ; that ſuch as 
had a mind to Corrupt or Deſtroy the Faith, 
might be defeated in their Purpoles. It was 
needleſs to ſay that Generation was without 
Diviſion, while no Body ſuſpected or thought 
of any Diviſion in the Cale: But after —_ 

FICKS 
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ticks had invidiouſly repreſented the Carholichs 
as aſſerting a Diviſion, it was high time for 
the Catholicks to reſent the Injury, and to 
deny the Charge. There was no occaſion for 
the mentioning of Three Hypo/?aſes, till ſuch 
as Praxeas, 3 and Sabellins, had pre. 
tended ro make, one Hypoſtaſis, an Article of 
Faith; drawing many very Novel, and dangerous 
Conſequences from their prime Poſition. The 
opcozmor it ſelf might have been ſpared, at leaſt, 
out of the Creeds, had not a fraudulent abuſe 
of good words brought Matters to that pals, 
that the Catholic Faith was in danger of be- 
ing loſt, even under Catholic Language. To re. 
turn to our Point: There would be no occaſion 
now for diſtinguiſhing between Iubordinatinn 
of Order and of Nature, were it not manifeſt 
how much the Catho/ick Faith may be endan- 
ger'd by the endeavors of Some, to flip one up- 
on us for the other. Such as know any thing 
of fair Controverſy, may juſtly expect of you, 
that you ſupport your Cauſe, not by repeating 
and inculcating the word Subordinate (as if 
there was a charm in Syllables, or Men were 
to be led away by Sounds) but by prov- 
ing, in a rational manner, that all Subordimu- 
tion implies ſuch an Inferiority as you contend 
for. If this can be done, the Doctor's 300 
Fexts (which are very. good Texts, and have 
undoubtedly an excellent meaning) may appear 
alſo to be pertinent to the Cauſe in Hand- 
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Whether He be not forc'd to ſupply his want 
of Scripture-proof by very ſtram'd and re- 
mote Inferences, and very uncertain Rea- 
ſonings from the Nature of a Thing, con- 

. feſſedly, obſcure and above Comprehenſiun; 
and yet not more {0 than God's Eternity, 
Ubiquity, Preſcience, or other Attributes, 
which yet we are obliged to acknowledge 
for certain Truths? 


O the former part of the Query, you 

anſwer direttly in the Negative. To 
which I rejoin, that I ſtill maintain the Aﬀer- 
mative, and can readily make it good. The 
Doctor's inſinuating from the 300 Texts (which 
| ſtile the Father God ablolutely, or the one God) 
that the Son is not ſtrictly and eſſentially God, 
not one God with the Father, is a ſtrain'd and 
remote Inference of his ; not warranted by 
Scripture, nor countenanc'd by Catholick Anti- 
quity ; but Contradictory to Both. Beſides this, 
| muſt obſerve to you, that the main Strength 
of the Doctor's Cauſe lies, firſt, in his giving ei- 
ther a“ Sabe/lian, or Tritheiſtick turn (admit- 
ting f no Medium) to the Catholick Doctrine; 
and then charging it with Confuſion of Perſons, 


* See Inſtances, Script, Doctr. p. 99. 102. 293. 426. 465. 
' Reply, p. 35. 38. 51. 53.93. 121. | 
t Script, Doctr. p. 86, 133+ 414. 430 · 435+437- 441-447-455+ 4650 


Poly- 
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Polyt hei ſin, Non: ſen ſè, or Contradiction. Take 
away That, to which his conſtant reſort is, 
whenever He comes to the pinch of the Que. 
ſtion, and there will be little left conſiderable, 
He ſhows his Reader Tritheiſin, and He ſhows 
Him Sabelliani ſin (keeping the Catholick Do- 
ctrine, which is Neither, out of ſight) and then 
recommends Afrianiſm (diſguis d) to Him, as 
the beſt of the Three. Now, ſince the Cathy. 
lick Doctrine has been generally thought diffe- 
rent from any of the Three, and more follow. 
ed than all the reſt pur together, it ought to 
have been fairly preſented, in company with IF it 
the other; that ſo the Reader, having all the IF it 
Four before Him, might be the more able to Ill © 
paſs a right Judgment of Them. You will fre. WW 
quently find the learned Doctor combating the I \ 
Catholick Faith under the diſguiſe of Sabelli- ü 
aniſm, as if there was no Difference between II * 
them: Or if ir be at all diſtinguiſh'd from da. n 
bellianiſm, it immediately commences Tri- Ib 
thei ſin; and a plurality of Co-ordinate Perſons Ih 
is inevitable with the learned Doctor: This ! 
is the Sum of his Performance. Scripture, in- IM 15 
deed, is brought in, and Fathers too, which * 
is ſtill more ſurprizing: But the whole, in a Il < 
manner, is this one Hlogi ſin. S 

If the Son be Con ſubſtantial with God the Ii © 
Father, He muſt be either individually or /þe- t 
cifically ſo: But the former is Sabellianiſn. I 
the latter Tritheiſin, Both abſurd; There - “ 


fore, Sc.— | 
8 The 


| 
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The learned DoQtor very well knows, how 
ealy it would be to match this Hllogiſin, or 
Sophiſm, with others, of the like kind, againſt 
Omnipreſence, Eternity, Preſtience, and even 
Self-exiſtence : which, in reverence to the Sub- 
ject, and for prudential Reaſons, I forbear; 
ſorry to find the Cauſe put upon ſuch a way of 
rcaloning, as tends to undermine ſomething 
more than the Doctrine of the Trinity. But 
proceed. | | 

To give the better Colour to his Charge of 
Tritheiſm, the Doctor “ every where takes 
it for granted (which was the only way, when 
it could not be proved) that God the Son 
cannot be really diſtin, and ſtrictly divine 
too, unleſs He be Co ordinate, in all Reſpects, 
with the Father ; which would be contrary to 
the Suppoſition of his being a Son, and ſecond 
Perſon. Two Co-ordinate Perſons, it ſeems, They 
muſt be; or elſe one of them muſt inevitably 
be a Creature This is plainly his meaning, 
however ſtudiouſly He avoids the word Crea- 
ture; chuſing rather ro inſinuate covertly, what 
is too groſs to appear in broad Terms. The 
whole, you ſee, terminates in a Philoſophical 
Queſtion: And what occaſion have we for 
Scripture, or Fathers (except it be to amuſe 
our Readers) if Philoſophy can ſo cafily end 
the Diſpute ? For it is very certain that neither 
Scripture nor Fathers can add force to, if 
concurring ; nor, if reclaiming, be able to ſtand 


Script. DoAr. p. BY. 415: 430. 437-441: 447-455: 464. 
X againſt, 
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againſt, clear and evident Demonſtration. But 
Demonſtration is the thing wanting: As tg 
Preſumptions, and Conjectures, we are in no 
Pain about them. I ſhall have a farther oc. 
caſion to conſider the Charge of Tritheiſn 
hereafter; and therefore, diſmiſſing it for the 
preſent, ſhall return to the Buſineſs of the 
Query. 5 | 
To the latter part of it you anſwer, that 
God's Attributes are ſo far from being above 
Comprehenſion, that they are all. ſtrictiy de. 
monſtrable by Reaſon. Vou was ſenſible this 
was wide; and therefore very juſtly corrected 
it, in the Words immediately following. But 
T am willing to ſuppoſe (How could you make 
any doubt of it?) That the Author meant, 
that the Manxer of their Exiſtence in the 
divine Nature, is above Comprehenſion; and 
ſo indeed it is. Very well; and yet you be. 
lieye the reality of thole Attributes. Why 
then ſo unequal and partial, with reſpect to 
the Trinity, the caſe being exactly the ſame! 
Why may not the Thing be true, though the 
MaNxNER, or Modus of it, be above Com: 
prehenſion? You add, Tho” the manner «f 
the Son's Derivation is above Comprehenſion, 
wet his real Subordimation is ſtritily demos. 

ſirable, p. 99. f 

Tantamne Rem tam negligenter ! 

Here the Argument was, in a manner, brouglt 
to a Head; and the Fate cf the Controyer) 
depended on this Article. Here you bad a flat 
| | Oppor- 
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Opportunity given you of laying on your 
Charge of Contradictions, if you had any you 
could depend on; and of clearing God's Attri- 
butes (particularly, the Three mention'd) from 
being liable to the lame, or the like Charge. 
But, inſtead of this, you walk calmly off with 


one Sentence; in which, to be plain with you, 
it will be hard to find either Weight, or Per- 


tinency. If you mean, by real Subordination, 
the Subordination of a Creature to God; or of 
one Perſon inferior in Nature to another of 
a higher, ſuperior, or more perfect Nature; 
it is not demonſtrable from Scripture; nor can 
it, any way, be proved: If you mean any 
thing elſe, it is not pertinent. | 

You are ſo kind as to allow the Manner of 
the Son's Derivation, or Generation, to be 
above Comprehenſion. The Eunomians, your 
predeceſſors in this Controverſy, * thought 


(and They thought right) that, in order to ſup- 


port their Cauſe, it would be neceſſary to af- 
firm the Nature of God to be Comprehen/able, 
or not above Human Comprehenſion ; and 
therefore it is that f PHiloſtongius cenſures Eu- 
ſebius for cloſing in with the cont:ary Opi- 


nion. You are more modeſt; They more con- 


ſiſtent: For, indeed, this Controverſy, manag'd 
upon the Foot of meer Reaſon, terminates at 


length in that ſingle Queſtion, whether the 


* Epiph. Hæreſ. 76. p. 916. Socrat, E. H. l. 4. c. 7. p. 196; 
marry Hæret. Fab. I. 4. c. 3. Cyrill. Alex, Theſaur. p. 260. 

« Pariſ, | | 
+ Philoſtorg. lib. 1. p. 468. Ed. Valeſ. 1 
X 2 Eſſence 
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 Effence of God be above Comprebenſion, or ng, 
The Catholicks ſtood up for the Affirmative, 

the wiſer, but bolder Ariaus maintain'd the 

Negative: And this is what, if you under. 

ſtand your own Principles, and will be at the 

Pains to trace Them to the laſt reſult, you! 
be obliged to take Shelter in, or to give up 

your Cauſe, ſo far as concerns all Arguments 

drawn from the Nature and Reaſon of the 

Thing. Scme of our Engliſh Socinians have 

expreis'd Themſelves as roundly, upon this Head, 
as any of rhe Antient Arians, or Eunomins, 
declaring the divine Nature to be no more my- 
ſterions than that of his Creatures. Such AC. 

ſertions are ſhocking ; but there is a neceſſity 
for them, if ſome Men will be conſiſtent, and 
ingenuous enough to ſpeak out. They would 
not adyance ſuch bold Paradoxes, if They were 
not forc'd to it. | 

Before I leave this Query, it will be proper 
to acquaint our Readers what we mean by be- 

lieving My/terzes. For I find that this is a 

Matter which is apt to give great Offence, and 

to occaſion many fad and tragical Complaints 

* Dr. Whitby is one of the moſt conſiderable 

Men that I have obſerved giving into that po- 

pular way of Reaſoning, which. had been for. 

merly left (as it ought to be till) to Writers of 

a lower Claſs. He is very much diſturbed that 
any thing ſhould be propoſed as an Article of 

Faith, which is not to be anderſtood: Aud 


* Diſquif. Modeſt, Præf. p. 19. 


obſerves, 
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obſeryes, that no Man in his ſober Senſes can 
give his aſſent to what He ander/tands not; 
meaning. underſtands abt at all. He is certain- 
ly very right, I do not ſay pertinent, in the 
Remark: And I may venture to add, that no 
Man, whether ber, or otherwiſe, can do it. 


For, undoubtedly, where there is no Idea, 


there can be no Aſſent; becauſe aſſenting to 
nothing, is the very fame with not aſſenting. 
Thus far, we are perfectly agreed. But for the 
clearing up of this Matter, I ſhall endeavor to 


reduce what relates to it, to the following 


Particulars, as ſo many diſtin Caſes. 


1. Let the firſt Caſe be, where the Terms of 
a Propoſition, Subject and Predicate (or either 


of Them) are not at all underſtood by the Per- 
lon to whom it is given. For inſtance; the 
Words, Mene mene Tekel Upharſin, carried 


no Idea at all with them, till the Prophet had 


interpreted them; before which King Bel/haz- 
Zar could give no Aſſent to them. The ſame 
is the caſe of any Propoſition given in an un- 
known Language, or in ſuch words, of a known 
Language, as a Perſon underſtands not. Only, 
I would have it obſery'd, that, in ſuch a Caſe, 
a Man neither admits nor rejects the Propoſe- 
tion; becauſe to Him it is no Propoſition, but 
meerly Sounds or Syllables. 

2. A ſecond Caſe is, when the Propoſition is 
given in a Language well underſtood, and in 


Wards which ordinarily conycy 1deas to the 
W 3 3 Mind; 
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Mind; but Words ſo put together, in that In- 
ſtance, as to furniſh us with no certain and de. 
terminate Meaning. A late Anonymous Writer 
has hit upon a very proper Example of this 
very Cale. A Woman ought to have Power 
on her Head, becauſe of the Angels. The 

Words, Woman, Power, Head, Angels, are 
all plain Words, and carry with Them obvious 
familiar /deas. And yet a Man may have no 
Idea of what is aſſerted in that Propoſition ; 
and rherefore can give no aſſent to it, more 
than this; that it is true in ſome Senſe or other, 
or that ſomething ſhould be believed, if He 
underſtood what: which is not aſſenting to 
that Propoſition, but ro Another; namely, that 
whatever Scripture aſſerts, is true. The afore- 
{aid Author obſerves, very ſhrowdly, that hay- 
ing no certain Ideas of the Terms of the Pro. 
poſition, it is to Him a Myſtery. I may add, 
that the Pertinency of his Obſervation is ano- 
ther ſuch My/fery; and the Juſtice and Equity 
of his drawing a Parallel between This, and 
the Myſteries of Chriſtianity, properly ſo call- 
ed, muſt be a Myſtery to as many as cannot 
perceive either the Sex/e or the — of 
doing it. But, 
3. Another Caſe may be, when the Terms 
of a Propoſition are underſtood, but are ſo con- 
nected or divided, as to make a Propoſition 
manifeſtly repugnant. A Triangle is a Square. 
A Globe is not round, or the like. Such Pro- 
poſitions we reject; not becauſe we do not un. 
ronald gator derne 
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derſtand Them, but becauſe we do; and under- 
{ind Them to be Falſe. Sometimes indeed a 
Contradiction lies conceal'd under the Words it 
is couch'd in, till it be reſolved into plainer. 
For Inſtance : This Propoſition, The Exiſtence 
of a Firſt-Cauſe is demonſtrable, a priori: As 
it lies under theſe Terms, it ſeems reducible to 
| Caſe the Second; as being Sound without Senſe. 
But reſolve it into This; There is a Cauſe prior 
to the Firſt; and then the * Repugnancy ap- 
pears. So again: Neceſſity of Exiſtence 1s 
antecedently (in order of Nature) the Cauſe 
or Ground of that Exiſtence. Thele are only 
ſo many Syllables. But put it thus: A pro- 
perty is, in order of Nature, antecedenitto, 
and the Ground and Cauſe of the Subject 
which ſupports it; and the Contradiction is 
manifeſt. Once more: Neceſſity ab/olute and 
antecedent (in order of Nature) to the Ex- 
 iſtence of the Firſt-Cauſe, muſt operate every 
where alike. This Propoſition ſeems to fall 
under Caſe the Second. But let it be reſolved 
into plainer Words; and then it will appear 
that this is the proper place for it. | 

4. A fourth Caſe is, when the Terms of the 
Propofition carry Ideas with them, /eemmgly, 
but not p/aznly repugnant. For example: God 

Certainly foreknows Events depending on Un- 
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certain Cauſes, The omnipreſent Subſtance i; 
not extended. Propofitions of this kind may 
be, and are aſſented to; becaule there may 
be a greater Appearance of Repugnancy on 
the oppoſite Side of the Queſtion; or, be 
cauſe there is not reaſon ſufficient for ſuſpend. 
ing Aſſent. 

5. A fifth Caſe is, when a Propoſition is 
form'd in general Terms, and reaches not to 
minute Particulars. The pure in Heart ſhall 
ſee God. The Phraſe of ſeezng God, conyeys 
ſome Idea, bur general only; not particular, 
preciſe, or determinate. At God's right Hand 
are Pleaſures for evermore. God's r1ght Hand, 
and Pleaſures, we have only general confuſe 
Ideas of: yet Ideas we have; and we aſſent 
as far as our Ideas reach. Having no more 
than a general confuſe Perception, our Faith in 

ſuch Points can riſe no higher, or reach no far- 
ther; nor can more be expected of us. | 
6. A ſixth Caſe is, when the Terms of a Pro- 
poſition convey Ideas, but Ideas of pure In. 
tellect; ſuch as Imagination can lay no hold 
of. Philoſophers have illuſtrated this by the 

Inſtances of a Chiliagon and a Triangle. We 
under ſtand what is meant by a Figure of a 
Thouſand Sides, as clearly, as we do what is 
meant by one of Three only: But we imagine 
one more diſtinctly than the other. This In- 
ſtance belongs more properly to diſtinct and 
confuſe Imagination, than to the purpoſe it is 
brought for. Ideas of Numbers, in the Ab- 


ſtract, 
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ſtract, are properly Ideas of pure Intellect: 
And ſo are, or ſhould be, our Ideas of our own 
Souls, of Angels, of God: We may underſtand 
{cyeral Things of them; but Imagination has 
very little to do in ſuch Matters. However, 
cur not being able to imagine, provided we do 
but underſtand, is no hindrance to our Aſſent, 
in Propoſitions of this kind. 
7. The laſt and eaſieſt Caſe is, when thay 
Terms convey full and ſtrong Ideas to the Un- 
derſtanding and Imagination alſo. For inſtance: 
The Man Chrift Jeſus ate. drank, ſlept, was 
crucified, died, and was buried, &c. Here, 
all is eaſy, clear, and plain, even to Thoſe 
who love not to think upon the Stretch, or to 
be under any pain in Aſſenting. | 


E 
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Now for the Application of the foregoing 
Particulars to the point in Hand. Thoſe Ar- 
ticles of Faith, which the Church has called 
Myſteries, belong not to Caſe the firſt or ſe- 
cond, wherein no Aſſent can be given: Or if 
They do, They are no Articles of Faith, but 
lo many Sounds or Syllables. Ir is to be hoped, 
They come not under Ca/e the third: For 
plain Contradictions are certainly no Myſteries, 
any more than plain Truths; as is juſtly ob- 
ſerved by the . learned * Dr. Clarke. For the 
lame reaſon, They fall not under Caſe the fe- 
venth, where every thing is ſuppoſed diſtinct, 
clear, and particular as can be deſired, What- 
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ever is plainly reducible to any of the four 
Caſes now menrion'd, is either no Matter if 
Faith at all, or no Myſtery. There remain 
three Caſes; where the Ideas are either ſeem- 
ingly repugnaut, or ſuch as reach not to Par. 
ticulars, or ſuch as Imagination has no con- 
cern with. Aſſent may be given in all theſe 
Caſes, as hath been already obſerved; and fo, 
poſſibly, here we may find Articles of Faith: 
And, if ſome Gentlemen will give us leave, after 
we have thus explain'd what we mean by the 


Term, we will call ſuch Articles Myſteries. 


or Fe. | 
The Belief of Three Per /ons every one ſing- 
ly God, and All together one God, ſeems to 
fall under Ca/e the fourth: The Ideas are ſeem. 
zngly, not really repugnant. We know what 
we mcan, in ſaying every one, as clearly as if 
we ſaid, any one, is God; a Perſon having ſuch 
and ſuch eſſential Perfections. We ſee not per. 
fectly how this is reconciled with the Belief of 
one God, as we ſce not how Preſczence is rc 
conciled with future Contingents. Vet we be. 
lieve Both, not doubting but that there is a 


Connexion of the Ideas, tho? our Faculties reach 


not up to it. 

Omnipreſence, I think, is another Myſtery, 
and falls chiefly under Cale the jth. We have 
a general confuſe Idea of it, and mean fome- 
thing by it. The particular manner how it is, 
we have no notion of; and therefore are not 
obliged to believe any particular Modus. Fix 
vi. PR upon 
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upon this or that, there are appearing Repug- 
nancies and Inconſiſtencies; and fo far, this is 
reducible ro Cafe the fourth, as well as fifth. 
The Incarnation of the Son of God is ano- 
ther Myſtery, and comes under Cafe rhe fourth 
and fifth. There are ſome ſeemmg, not real 
Repugnancies ; and the Ideas we have of it 
ae general and confuſe, not particular nor 
ſpectal. Such as our Ideas are, ſuch muſt our 
Faith be; and we cannot believe farther than 
we conceive; for Believing is Concetuving; con- 
fuſely, if Ideas are confuſe ; generally, if gene- 
ral; diſtinctiy and adequately, if difftinff and 

adequate. | 
The Generation of the Son of God is ano- 
ther Myſtery. Ideas we have of it, and know 
what we mean by it. But being Spiritual, 
Imagination can lay no hold of them; being 
general and confuſe, we cannot reach to Par- 
ticulars; and being. /eemmgly repugnant, we 
cannot make out the entire Connexion. Zqua- 
lity of Nature (which is part of the Notion) 
is a general Idea, and well underftood; Re- 
ference to a Head or Fountain, is general 
too, but more confuſe, and beſides, figura- 
live; Eternal Reference very confuſe, as the 
Idea of Eternity neceſſarily muſt be; In/epa- 
rability, is general, obſcure, negative, and we 
know but very imperfectly what the Union of 
Spiritual Things means. Nevertheleſs we un- 
derſtand enough (tho' we can imagine little) 
o make it properly an Article of Belief; and 
F 7 
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no Man can reaſonably pretend to reject it, a; 
having no Meaning, or carrying no Idea at all 
with it. We aſſent as far as our Ideas reach, 
for we can do no more: We believe in part, 
what is revealed in part; our Faith keeping 
pace with our Ideac, and ending where They 
ena... . Wes bY! 
The Simplicity of God is another Myſtery, 
of which we have ſome, but a very imperfedt, 
general, and obſcure Idea. It may fall under 
Caſe the fifth and fixth. Scripture ſays little 
of it: We have took it chiefly from Metaphy. 
ficks, which are ſhort and defective. When 
we come to inquire, whether a/l extenſion, or 
all plurality, diverſity, Compoſition of Sub. 
ſtance and Accident, and the like, be conſiſtent 
with it, then it is that we diſcover how con- 
fuſe and znadequate our Ideas are. And hence 
it is, that, while all Parties admit the divine 
Simplicity, in the general, yet when they come 
to be preſs d with it in diſpute, they often give 
different accounts of it; and caſily fo explain 
and ſtate the Notion, as to make it ſuit with 
their particular Schemes. To this Head belongs 
that perplexing Queſtion (beſet with Difficulties 
on all Sides) whether the divine Subſtance be 
extended or no. And if Extenſion be admit- 
ted. ingenious thoughtful Men will divide again, 
upon another Queſtion, whether iHuite or no: 
Some thinking it very abſurd for any Attribute 
of God, not to be znfinzte; others thinking it 
no leſs abſurd to admit any infinite Exton 
ns MOOR += um. 
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Number, or the like, at all. They that ſuppoſe ' 
the divine Subſtance extended, leſt they ſhould 
he oblig d to conceive it as a point only; and 
leſt they ſhould admit that any thing can at 
where it is not, are, when prels'd with Diffi- 
culties about Aliquot Parts, forced to admit 
that any part of That Subſtance, how great ſo- 
ever, or of whatever Dimenſions, 'muſt be con- 
ceived only as a point, in proportion to the 
whole: From whence it follows, that, unleſs 
the World be infinite, all that Achs (of that 
infinite Subſtance) in the World, is but a point; 
and ſo the whole Subſtance, except that point. 
either acts not at all in the Yorld, or acts 
where it is not. But to proceed: 
Self-exiſtence is another Myſtery, of which 
we know little: And the learned are hardly 
agreed whether it be a #egatzve or poſitive 
Idea, Yet every body believes it in the groſs, 
confuſely and undeterminately. It is manifeſt, 
on one hand, that the fr/? Cauſe has no Cauſe; 
neither it ſelf (much leſs any property of it ſelf) 
nor any thing elſe: And yet it may ſeem very 
wonderful how any thing ſhould exiſt withour a 
Reaſon a priori; that is, without a Cauſe for it. 
To name no more: Eternity it elf is the 
greateſt Myſtery of all. An Eternity paſt, is 
a Thought which puzzles all our Philoſophy; 
and is too hard for the ſharpeſt Wits to re- 
concile. The Nunc ſtans of the Schools 
(though older than the Schools ) has been ex- 
| ploded; and yer Succeſſion carries with it in- 
ſuperable 
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ſaperable Difficulties. There is nothing pecu. 
liar to the Doctrine of the Trinity, any thing 
near ſo perplexing as Eternity is: And yet the 
Gentlemen, who are for. diſcarding Myſteries, 
are forc'd to believe it. I know no Remedy 
for theſe Things, but an humble Mind; a juſt 
Senſe of our Ignorance in many Things, and of 
our imperfect Knowledge in all. Now to re. 
turn to the learned Dr. I hitby. 

After a view of the Premiſes, it might be 
proper to ask Him, whether He diſlikes the 
Catholict Doctrine of the Holy Trinity, a; 
percerving Contradittions in it. If this be the 
Caſe, however concern'd I am for that Do- 
ctrine (believing it to be true) I will venture to 
ſay, it would be an acceptable Piece of Service, 
if He could any way help others to perceive 
them roo. Truth, certain Truth, will be al 
ways welcome, in any Cauſe, and from any 


Hand, to all ſober and conſiderate Men. Bur 


if this could be done, He ſhould not then com- 
_ that He ander ſtands not the Doctrine, 
t that He under ſtands (i. e. diſtinity per 
ceives) it to be Falſe. hes 
If He means that He has no Idea at all of 
the Myſtery, not ſo much as a general, con. 
Fuſe, or inadequate Apprehenſion of it; that 
muſt be a miſtake: as may appear from what 


hath been before obſerved. Beſides that bay. 
once, or oftner, wrote for it; (tho' He 


has ſince laboured very much to perplex, pu- 
zle, and diſparage it) every candid Man — 
20 5 believe 
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believe that He undcrſtood, in ſome meaſure , 
formerly, what He ingaged in the Proof of. 

If the Caſe. be that He does not throughly, 
fully, and adequately comprehend it, and there+ 
fore demurs to it; then ir ſhould be conſidered, 
that the reſult of all is this only; that He will 
not admit ſo far as He may underſtand, unleſs 
He may have the privilege - ro, underftand 
ſomething more: Which whether it be not too 
familiar from a Creature towards his Creator, 
and articling more ſtrictly with Almighty God 
than becomes Us, let any wiſe Man judge. 

If, laſtly, it be pretended that it is a Human. 
not a Devine Doctrine, which He is pleaſed to 
quarrel with; then let Him cenſure it as Hu- 
man and Uuſcriptural only; and not as un- 
intelligible, and impoſſible to be afſented to; 
and then we may bring the Cauſe to a ſhorr 
Iſue by inquiring, whether the Doctrine be 
Scriptural, or no. Let Things be called by 
their right Names, and ſet in their true and 
proper Light; that Truth may not be ſmother'd, 
nor any Doctrine (eſpecially fo Antient and fo 
Important a Doctrine) condemn'd, before we 
know why. So much we owe to the Church 
of Chriſt, which receives, this Faith; to the Bleſ- 
ſed Saints and Martyrs, many Centuries upwards, 
who lived and died in it; to Truth, to God, and 
to our Selves, as to ſee that it be fairly and im- 
partially. examin'd; that proving all Things, 
s we ought to do, in Sincerity and Singleneſs 

of Heart, we may, at length, be both wiſe 
| enough 
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h to know, and ſuitably diſpoſed to hol4 
faſt that which ir good. | 
It is excellently remark'd by the ingenious 
Mr. Emlyn, in the Appendix to his * Narr. 
true: That the Holy Scriptures require no 
accurate Philoſophical Notions of God's Eter. 
* mity, Omnipreſence, and Immenſity, &c. 
They are content to give us popular, ealy ac 
counts of theſe Matters They trouble 
not Men with the Niceties of eternal Sur. 
* cefſions, or an eternal To vv, without Sur. 
* ceſſion; nor with infinite Spaces, or of God's 
being preſent in part. or in whole; and the 
* like metaphyſical Difficulties. —— Our Reli. 
gion impoſes no ſuch Difficulties on us, of 
« believing with the underſtanding, what we 
cannot ſo much as percezve by it; it only 
„requires us to believe what it reveals to 

** ns, 1. e. to our Underſtanding and Appre- 
Henſion. of > 

All this is very rightly and judiciouſly ob- 
ſerved. God's Eternity and Omnipreſence we 
have only general and confuſe Ideas of; Scti- 
pture has not revealed to us the particular . 
dur, or minute Circumſtances of Either; and 
we are not obliged to believe, any other- 
wiſe than as we apprehend (i, e. confulely 
and inadequately) nor indeed is it poſſible. The 
ſame is the Caſe of three Perſons, every one 
truly God, and all but one God; fo far evident 
from Scripture, and apprehended, in the ge. 
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geral, as fully and clearly (perhaps more fo) as 
Eternity, Omnipreſence, or the like, But 
the particular modus, How the Three are One, 
and the minute Circumſtances of their Unzon 
and Diſtinction, are as much a ſecret to us, 
5 how God foreſees future Contingents, or 
is preſent in all places at once. Many have 
been prying and inquiſitive into this Mat- 
ter, hoping to know ſomething more parti- 
cularly of it, till they have come to doubt 
eyen of the Thing it ſelf, and ſo have fallen 
into Hereſy And Catholicks have ſome- 
times exceeded, in this way, endeavoring to 
explain beyond their Ideas; which is really no- 
thing elſe but multiplying Words. The No- 
lion is ſoon ſtated, and lies in a little Compaſs. 
All that Words are good for, after, is only to 
fix and preſerve that Not ion, which is not im- 
provable (without a new Revelation) by any 
new Idea; but may be obſcured and ſtifled in 
a multitude of Words. The moſt uſeful words, 
for fixing the Notion of Diſtinction, are Per- 
ſon, Hypoſtaſis, Sub ſiſtence, and the like: For 
the Divinity of each Perſon, dh,, des, 
eternal, uncreated, immutable, &c. For their 
Union, exams, interior Generation, Pro- 
reſſion, or the like. The deſign of theſe 
Terms is not to enlarge our Views, or to add 
any thing to our Stock of Ideas; bur to ſecure 
the plain fundamental Truth, that Father, 
hon, and Holy-Ghoſt are all ſtrictly divine and 


| "ncreated; and yer are not three Gods, but 
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one God. He that believes this ſimply, and 
in the general, as laid down in Scripture, be- 
lieves enough; and need never trouble his Head 
with nice Queſtions, whether the Union of three 
Perſons ſhould be call'd individual or ſpeci. 


ich; whether Perſon and Being are reciprocal 


Terms; whether every Perſon may be properly 
ſaid to be Se Fexiſteut; how three Perſons can 


be all in the /ame Place; whether all Perfe. 


&101 might not as well have been confin d to one 
Perſon only; or whether One might not have 
been as good as Three, and the like. Theſe 
are diſſiciles nuge, moſtly, verbal, or vain lu- 
quiries; and do not concern common Chriſtians, 


any farther than to be upon their Guard, that 


they be nor impoſed on by thele Subtilties, 
invented to puzzle and perplex a plain Seri 
pture-Truth, which is caſily perceived and 
underſtood in the general, that is, as far as 
required to be believed. Minute Particulars 


about the modus, may be left to the Diſputers 


of this World, as a Trial of their good Senſe, 
their Piety, Modeſty, and Humility. | 
We do not take it well to be reproach'd, as 
running too far into Metaphyſical Subtilties, by 
Men whoſe peculiar Talent it is, to play their 


Metaphyſicks, (that is, their Preſumptions 


about the Nature of a Thing whereof they know 
little) againſt Scripture and Antiquity, the bell 
Guides in thoſe Searches. If the Catholicks 
have ſometimes gone farther than was neceſſary, 


ig particular Explications, it ſhould be _ 
1 ber 
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berd for whoſe fake They did it; and that it 
was chiefly with a view to fatisfy ſuch as would 
not be contented with the general Truth 
laid down in Scripture. I ſhall ſhow, by an 
lnſtance or two, how that Matter is. The 
 a&ryaems and interior Generation, ate two 
Specralities taught by the Catholicks, and 
heavily complain'd of by your: Friend * Dr. 
Whitby, as unſcriptural Definitions. Now, 
theſe are but Appendages to our Prime (and as 
we think Scriptural) Poſitions, and we are no 
farther concern'd for Them, than as they are 
conceived to hang upon the other; ſo that your - 
quarrel with us for theſe, is really finding fault 
with our leading and fundamental Doctrine of 
One God in Three Per ſons. But to ſhow you, how 
unequal you are in cenſuring us for unſcriptural 
Terms, obſerve the Courſe and Method of diſpute 
which draws us firſt into it. You argue, ſuppoſe, 
that the Son cannot be God, in the ſtrict Senſe; 
without making Two Gods: We anſwer, that 
Father and Jon, by a moſt intimate and in- 
effable Union of Subſtance, Mill, Power, Pre- 
ſence, Operation, &c. (which we call =&:y- 
eng) may be one God. You argue again, that 
if the Lon be a Con, in our Senſe, there muſt 
be a diviſion and ſeparate Exiſtence: We fay, 
No; alledging that He may be a Son in a pro- 
fer Senſe, and in our Senſe, without Diviſion 
and without a ſeparate Exiſtence; and the name 
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for this is interior Generation, Aſter we are 


come thus far, purſuing your wandrings into 
the Philoſophy of the Thing, you ſtep back 
again, and tell us, that Scripture ſays nothing 
of this MN, or interior Generation. Sup- 
poſing (not granting) your Pretence true ; Did 
You ſer out upon the Foot of Scripture? Does 
Scripture any where tell you, that two divine 
Perſons cannot be one God? Or that Father 


and con muſt have a /eparate Exiſtence? You 
argue only from the Nature and Reaſon of the 
Thing it ſelf, of which you have no adequate 


Idea; and we anſwer what is ſufficient, and 
more than fufficient to confute meer Conjectures 


in Matters above your reach. Lay You aſide 


your unſcriptural Objections, and We ſhall 
have no occaſion for unſcriptural Anſwers. 

I ſhall juſt take notice of an artificial Turn of 
Mr. Emlyn's, relating to this Subject; and then 


put an end to this long, but, I hope, uſeful Di 


refſion. His Words are as follows: The 
* Pride of Reaſon, which hindred (the Pagan 


_ «*« Philoſophers) from believing in Chriſt, did 


not lie in refuſing to ſubmit their Faith to 
« myſterious Speculations, which puzzled their 


_** Reaſon: but, on the Contrary, it lay in a 


« proud Affectation of Swelling Words and 
«« Philoſophick Myſteries, and not humbling 


their Underſtandings to receive a plain Go- 


„ ſpel, and familiar Doctrine. | 
The Thought is ingenious, and might pals well; 


if 
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if Hiſtory, like Metaphyſical Arguments, were 
to be made merely by ſtrength of Wit. He forgets 
that the My/fery of the Reſurrection was one of 
thoſe plain familiar Things, which the Pride 
their Reaſon refuſed to ſubmit ro. He con- 
{ders not that the Jews, and the earlieſt Here- 
ticks (much of the ſame Temper with the Pa- 
gan Philoſophers) were offended at nothing 
more than at\ the Myſtery of God Incarnate ; 
which we learn from Ignatius, Fuſtin, * Ire- 
news, b Tertullian, and © other antient Wri- 
ters: And He need but look into Juſtin, 
Tatian, and Origen, to find that the Pagans, 
in particular, were in the ſame Sentiments, and 
join d in the ſame common Charge againſt the 
Chriſtian Doctrine. Nay, it may farther ap- 
pear, from other 4 Evidences, that the very 
Myſtery of the Trinity, which is the Rock: of 
Offence to ſome even at this Time, gave very 
early Offence ro the Pagan Wits; and was 
much difreliſh'd by Them: So averſe were They 
to the receiving of Myſteries : And the Pride 
of Reaſon wrought, at that Time, much after 
the ame manner, as it does at this day; Hu- 


2 Secundum nullam Sententiam Hzreticorum Verbum Dei caro 
fictum eſt. Iren. l. 3, c. 11. p. 189. 

b Incredibile præſumpſerant Deum Carnem. Tertull. Contr. 
Marc. J. 3» C. 8. 

c Alii quoque Hæretici uſque adeo Chriſti manifeſtam amplexati 
ſunt Divinitatem, ut dixerint Mum fuiſſe fine Carne; & Totum 
ili ſuſceptum detraxerint Hominem, ne decoquerent in illo Divini 
nominis poteſtatem fi Humanam illi Sociaſſent, ut arbitrabantur, 
Nativitatem. Novat. c. 18. 

4 Lucian. Philopatr. Athan. Orat. 3. p. 564+ 


FI man 
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man Nature being always the ſame. But it is 
now high time to proceed. 


Quvzxry XXII 


IV hether his (the Doctor's) whole Perforn. 
ance, whenever He differs from us, be 
any thing more than a Repetition of this 
Aſertion, that Being and Perſon are the 
fame, or that there is no Medium between 
Tritheiſm and Sabellianiſm? Which is re. 
moving the cauſe from Scripture to natural 
Reaſon, not very conſiſtently with the Title 
of his Book. | 


IT is of ſmall Importance to obſerve how the 
Doctor has proved fuch Points, as He and 

We Both agree in. He might have ſpared the 
unneceſſary Pains and have took a ſhorter 
way with us, had his Cauſe been ſuch as could 
be ſerved by cloſe Argument. He need not 
have told us ſo often that the Father is em: 
nently ſtiled, the one God, or that the Son 
is Subordinate, We allow all That: The 
Conſequence which He draws from it, and co- 
vertly inſinuates to his Reader, is the Thing 
we doubt of. This was the Point which ſhould 
have been labour'd, for the Conviction of wile 
and conſidering Men. He has a deal to fay in 
Deferice of what no Body oppoſes; and may 
there triumph ſecurely without an Adverſary: 
But when He comes to the point of —_—_— 
| 4 „ 


the pinch of the Queſtion, there it is that He 
diſcovers his want of Proof, and how 
little He has to depend on, beſides that one 
precarious Principle intimated in the Query; 
which indeed runs thro' his whole Performance, 
and is often ſuppos d. but never prov'd. 

By this Principle He * eludes the Force of the 
firſt Chapter of Sr. Johu's Goſpel ; And He refers 
to it again upon Þ Acts 20. 28.1 Tim. 3.16. 
Joh. 5.18. By the fame Principle, He evades 


the Force of d Joh. 8.58. © Joh. 12.41. f Joh. 


5.23. And ſo He might have done with any 
Number of Texts, however full and expres 
for the Recezved Doctrine: For, by the fame 
3 Maxim, He draws over the Nicene- Creed, 
and does not deſpair of bringing in the ® 4tha- 


naſian allo. From hence it is viſible, wherein 


the ſtrength of his Performance lies; and what 
it is that He chiefly truſts to. It is not Seri- 
| pture, it is not Antiquity, but a Philoſophical 
Principle; to which Scripture, Fathers, Coun- 
cils, Creeds, every Thing, muſt yield. And in- 
deed had it been a principle of true and ſound 
Philoſophy, every reaſonable Man would be 
willing to pay the utmoſt Deference to it: But 
it appears, at length, to be that kind of vain 
Philoſophy, which is often intruding where it 
has nothing to do. The Subject is ſublime and 
aboye Comprehenſion. We have no intrinſicł 


Script. Doctr. p. 86. b 1d. p. 87. c 1d. p. 88. 97. d Id. 
. 99. e p. 102. Ff p. 132 g p- 46. h p. 428, 


439. 437 &c. : 
| * 4 Evi- 
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Evidence, no Ideas to build any thing certain. 
ly upon. Extrinſicł Evidence, Divine Re. 
velation, is here all in all; And the only pro- 
per uſe of our rational Faculties, is to inquire 
into the true and genuine Senſe of it. To phi- 
loſophize here from the Nature and Reaſon 
of the Thing it ſelf, of which we know little, 
is chuſing to be ſtill in the Dark, when we haye 
Light before us; and is not, properly, following 
our Reaſon, but our Concerts, Fancies, and fond 
Conjettures. You are pleaſed to ſay, in Defence 
of the learned Doctor, that , He had done u. 
more than proved intelligent Being and Per- 
ſon to be the ſame, it muſt for ever remain 
an unanſwerable Difficulty, &c. Right, if He 
had proved what He has not, ſomething might 
be ſaid. I have *before obſerved to you, that 
the word, Being, bears two Senſes; and that 
you your Selves will not call any thing a Be- 
ing. but a ſeparate Being. Excuſe the Trini- 
tarians for being reſerved, after your Example, 
in ſo tender a point; and for endeayoring to 
ſpeak properly, as well as to think 7u/tly, in 


things pertaining unto God. All that the Doctor 


hath proved, or can prove, is only this; that 
ſeparate Perſons are ſo many zntelligent Be- 
inge; which we readily admit: But anited Per- 
ſons, or Perſons having no ſeparate Exiſtence, 
may be one Being. one Subſtance, one God, 
notwithſtanding. And that you may not think 
that I Skreen my {ſelf under dark Words, or 
ob ſcure Diſtinctions, I will tell you frankly the 

Qu. 9. p. 167, | = mean- 
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meaning of what I have now faid. It is lit- 
tle more than this, that Perſons ſo united as 
to make one Being, may be one Being. I ſup» 
poſe the Affirmative, that They may be ſ6 
united; having ſufficient Grounds for it in Scri- 
pture, and in Catholick Antiquity. It lies up- 
on you, in this Caſe, to prove the Negative, 
viz, that no Union, whatever, can make two 
Perſons one Being, one To Od, one God: You 
are to ſhow the Suppoſition to be impoſſible, in 
the Nature of the Thing: That is (as I humbly 
conceive) you are to prove what you can know 
nothing of; and are to work up a Demonſtra- 
tion without Ideas. There the Matter reſts, 
and, I am perſwaded, muſt reſt, till you pleaſe 
to come out of Metaphy/icks; and to put the 
Cauſe upon the Foot of Scripture and Anti- 
quity, the only Lights in this Matter. Strange 
that, at this Time of Day, Any need to be told 
(what * Unbelievers only doubted of formerly) 
that Scripture is our Rule to go by, for form- 
ing our Notions of God; and nor the light of 
Nature, which is darkneſs in Compariſon. = 

You are offended at the Queryſt for ſaying 
that the Doctor admits no Medium between 
Tritheiſin and Sabellianiſm. I ſhould have 
laid, it ſeems, 20 Medium for his Adverſaries, 


* O5re ap bert, olln e. oel, PLLA pai AG , N 
ud cxei- a pαον vr vd, A 77 4 im Tovg ging Ard pe 
uν,ũſ ce r Ives, Juſt. Mart. Parzn. p. 60, | 
: Derry o%y mow fil S νEẽ, on a Srigws es Or * * 
7555 Jef 044445 b , 055 Tr, „ e @Ce9017wv {gvor, T als * 


Miing imnolas did Wins, Ibid, p. 129. Ed. Ox. 


and 
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and you wonder at ſo palpable a miſtake. In- 
deed, rhe meaning of what I faid was fo pal. 
pable, that there was no occaſion for guard, 
while I ſuppoſed my felt writing to a Man of 
Senſe, You have took it right ſo far: The 


Doctor allows Us, his Adver/arzes, no Medium. 


But I had an Eye to ſomething more, v2z. that 
He has, by the ſame Principle, left no Medinm 
for Himſelf; as I ſhall ſhow you, in due Time. 
I am only to obſerve now, that it is not from 
Scripture, or from Catholick Antiquity, that the 
Doctor has learn'd this Maxim, of 20 Medium 


(for ſuch as believe Chriſt to be eſentzally 


God) between Sabelliani/ſm and Tritheiſm. 
This was what I complain'd of, his making a 
Pompous Appearance of Scripture and Fathers, 
when the whole is made to depend upon a 
meer philoſophical Queſtion, which is to be 
the Rule and Meaſure to try Scripture and Fa- 
thers by. Let Scripture, or Fathers appear 
ever ſo ſtrong and clear for ſuch a Medium, 
They are condemn'd before-hand, either to 


ſpcak another Senſe, or to be of no Weight or 


Authority. If this be the Cafe (as you ſeem 
to admit) you ought to go upon very fure 
Grounds. And yet the learned Doctor, inſtead 
of favouring us with any proof of his main Po- 
ſition which gives the Law to the reſt, has only 


often repeated it; which is no more than to 


fay, there cannot be any Medium, in the Cale; 
no, there cannot. We do not pretend to be 
wiſe enough to know any thing, 4 priori, _ 

— | | ther 
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cher there can, or there cannot; But, a poſte- 
riori, we may inquire after Fact And if we 
find by Scripture, rightly underſtood, that there 
really is ſuch a Medium; we ſhall not be con- 
cern'd for any pretended Strength of your Ma- 
xim againſt it. | 

Our Defence then againſt the Charge of Tri- 
theiſm will be as follows. By comparing Scri- 
pture with Scripture, we plainly find that the 
divine Unity is not an Unity of Perſon: We 
obſerve, that there are more Perſons than one 


digniſied with the ſame high Titles of Lord, 


God, &c. inveſted with the ſame high Powers, 
Attributes, and Perfections; and intitled to the 


ſame Honour, Worſhip, and Adoration: And 


yet the Scripture never tells us of two true 
Gods, but conſtantly aſſerts that God is One. 
We take notice, that the Father is Zeh9vab, and 
Son is Fehovah, and yet the Lord Fehovab is 
One Lord; The Father creates, and the Son 
| creates, and yer we have no Warrant to ſay 
Two Creators; The Father is worſhip'd, and 
the Son is worſhip'd, and yet we find no Foun- 
dation for aſſerting 7wo Objects of Worſhip, 
or Two Worſhips: In a word, the Father is 
Cod, and the Son is God, and yet we are no 
where taught to call Them Two Gods. The 
obvious Concluſion, from theſe Premiſes, is, 
that They are Both one God (otherwiſe indeed 
Ditheiſm is unavoidable) and thus the Scri- 
pture-notion of Unity is of more Perſons than 
One in the fame Godhead, What confirms us 
in 
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in this reaſoning, is that our Bleſſed Lord has 


told us, that He and the Father are one; that 
whoſoever hath en Him, hath /een the Fa. 
ther; that He is in the Father, and the Fa- 
ther in Him; and very familiarly ſpeaking of 
the Father and Himſelf, He ſays, we w21l come 
unto Him (that loveth Chriſt) and make our 
abode with Him. Theſe Things ſerve to illu. 


ſtrate and explain each other ; and, all rogether, 


abundantly make good the Poſition before laid 
down, that Father and Son are one God. Ac- 
cordingly the Prophet f 1/az4h, as interpreted by 


+ St. John, makes them Both to be One Hoh, 
Holy, Lord of Hoſts, therein ſignifying both the 


Diſtinction of Perſons, and Unity of Godhead. 
Theſe Conſiderations (with many others too long 
to recite) convince us that there is a Medium, 
(faving the Son's eſſential Divinity) between 
Sabellianiſm and Tritheiſm. We aſſert not 
Three Abſolute, Original, Co-ordinate Divi- 
nities, like the Marcionites; We ſeparate not 
the Perſons from each other, with the Arzans; 
we hold nor a meer eciſic Unity (ſuch as 
between two Individuals of any Species, two 
Men, for Inſtance) If we did any of theſe, there 
might be ſome colour for the Charge of Tri- 
theiſin. But we acknowledge, with the Scri- 


I have hitherto waved the Conſideration of the Holy-Ghoſt; for 
which reaſon. alſo, I paſs it over here, confining my ſelf chiefly to ile 
point of the Sons Divinity, which if ſufficiently clear'd, the other, ! 
ſuppoſe, may be admitted without Scruple. 

+ Iſai. Ch. 6. + Joh. 12. 41. 

Vid. Athanaſ. p. 877. 889. Ed. Bened. | 
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tures, one God the Father with his Co-efſen- 
tial and Co-eternal Son and Spirit; One Head 
and Fountain of all; the three Divine Perſons 
being One in Nature, One in Knowledge, in 
Preſence, in Operation and Energy; never Se- 
parate, never Aſunder; diſtinct without Divi- 
ſon, united without Confuſion. If this be Tri- 
theiſm, it is what Scripture has taught Us, and 
what God, who beſt knows his own Nature, 
hath recommended to Us. But it is not Tri- 
theiſm; it is the true and only Medium, which 
may be found by looking in Scripture for it; 
and which you ſeem to have loſt by following 
a falle Light, and wandring too far in fanciful 
Speculations. 

To confirm us ſtill more in this, we perceive, 
upon due Inquiry, that Thoſe who lived, 
neareſt the Apoſtolical Age, and beſt knew the 
mind of the Scriptures, They alſo taught rhe 
lame Doctrine which we teach. There was ſome 
Appearance of Tritheiſin in it then, as there is 
now ; which is an Argument to us, that ir is 
ſtill the ſame: But if any Chriſtian ſeriouſly 
took upon Him to charge the Doctrine with 
Tritheiſin, and perſiſted in it, He was imme- 
diately rejected by the wiſer and ſoberer Chri- 
ſtians, as a Heretic. | 

Praxeas about the Year 186, began openly 
to charge the Catholicks with Tritheiſm. Bur 
his Pretences were eaſily deſpiſed by the Church; 
and his Arguments anſwer'd by Tertullian. 


* 
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Not long after, Noetus revived the Charge, 


and his 2 Plea was that God is One, and that 


there could not be a plurality in the Godhead, 
But He went away with the Character of a 
weak and .raſh Man; and was condemn'd by 
the Chriſtian Church. Ar the fame Time, the 
Noetians had fo high an Opinion of the Di. 
vinity of Chriſt (Scripture and Tradition run- 
ning ſtrong for it) that > They had no way of 
ſolving the difficulty, bur by making Father and 
Son one Perſon, and, in Conſequence, were 
Patripaſſians. 

Abour the middle of the third Century aroſe 
Sabellins. He pretended to be extremely zea- 
lous for the Unity, and © charged the Caths- 
licks with aſſerting Three Gods. He has been 
thought to have refined upon the Noetian 
Scheme (if we may call it refining) by deny. 
ing a God zncarnate, after the Example of the 


earlier Hereticks; by which He avoided the 


Error of the Patripaſſians. If ſo. He may be 
look'd upon as holding nearly the fame Principles 
with the modern Socinians. This Conjecture 
is grounded on a Paſſage in 4 Epiphaniur. But 
* St. Auſtin underſtood the Matter otherwiſe, 


a Epiphan. Hzr. 57. p. 480. Theod. Hæret. Fab, J. 3. c. 3. 

* Contr. Noet. c. 11. p. 14. | 
Ne videantur duos Deos dicere, neque rurſus negare Salvatoris 

Divinitatem, unam candemque Subſtantiam Patris ac Filii alleve- 
rant: Id eſt duo quidem nomina ſecundum diverſitatem Cauſarum 
recipientem, Unam tamen Hy poſtaſin ſubſiſtere, id eſt, Unam Fer- 
ſonam duobus nominibus ſubjacentem, qui latine Patripaſſiani appe- 
lantur. Orig. apud Pamph. Apol. p. 226. Ed. Bened. 

c Epiphan. Hæreſ. 62. p. 514. | 

d Epiphan. Synopſ. Tom, 1. I. 2. p. 389. Ed. Pctay, nd 

e Auſt, Hxreſ. 41. | a 
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and the Sabellians have been generally reckon'd A 
with the Patripaſſiaus. 

Within a few Years after Sabellius, Pant 
of Samoſata carried on the ſame Charge of 
| :Trithes/m, againſt the Carholicks; and was a 
warm, injudicious b Aſſerter of the Unity, con- | 
fning it to the Father only, excluſive of the 1 
other Perſons. But the Catholicꝶ Biſhops, as f 
Euſebius informs us, ran together againſt Him. | 
as againſt a Wolf, that was endeavoring to de- | 
ſtroy the Flock of Chriſt. 1 

About Fifty Years after Him, appeared Arius; 1 
who, to avoid d Tyitheiſin (as He thought) and 1 
to preſerve the Unity of the Godhead, and that 1 
there might be one © Self-exiſtent Being. or 
Perſon (The ſame Pretexts, in the main, which 
had been handed down by ſome * before Pra- | 
xeas, as well as by Praxeas Himſelf, and, (| 
Noetus, Sabellius, and Paul of Samoſata) | 
denied the Divinity of the ſecond Perſon, on- 
ly allowing a real Pre- exiſtence, and ſo making 
Him more antient than the others before men- (| 
tion d did. Such were the Men, who former- # 
ly (joining therein with 5 Fews and Pagans) | 
charged the Catholicks with holding a plurality | 
of Gods: While the Catholicks notwithſtand- 1 
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2 Epiſt. Synod. Antioch. Lab. Tom. 1. p. 845- | 
b Theodoret. Hæret. Fab. I. 2. c. 8. Athanaſ. Vol. 2. p. 948. 
c Euſeb. Eccl. Hiſt, 1. 7. c. 27. 
d Ep. Alexand. apud Theod. E. H. I. 1. c. 4. ; 
e "Ev To &ykraTes, tis Ain s. | | 
f Vid. Novatian. c. 30. | 
2 Athan, Vol. 1. p. 564. Lucian. Philopatr. 
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ing, retained the Faith; deſpiſing the Accuſa- 
tion, as weak, falſe, and groundleſs; and de- 
fending Themſelves upon ſuch Principles as 


| have been before mention'd. None were ever 
condemn'd by the Church. as Tritheiſte, but 


ſuch as either denied the Unity of Principiun, | 


or made the Hypoſtaſes Heterogeneous, ſeparate 
or aliene from cach other. 5 

We have ſeen then, that there is no juſt 
ground from Scripture or Antiquity, to charge 
our Doctrine with Tritheiſm. If there be any 
pretence from the Nature and Reaſon of the 
thing it ſelf, it is of very flight moment, The 


divine Nature is beſt known from Revelation: 


It is from thence we diſcover that God is not 
Nu, à fingle Hypoſiaſts, but that the 
Father has his Co- eſſential and Co- eternal Son 
and Holy-Spirit, always in Him and with Him. 
We can have no right Conception of the oe God 


(to uſe the Words of Hippolytus) but by be. 


lieving in a real Father, Son, and Holy-Ghoſt. 
This is the Faith of the ever bleſſed Trinit); 
which Scripture and Fathers hold forth to Us; 
and which is too ſtrongly ſupported, to be 
weaken'd by any Wit or Criticiſm. As to 
Thoſe who take Trinity and Tritheiſm for 


* "Anau Te db Otoy vopiray pm dbrdbie t S, fey pn Arg Larę 194 
"49 ved dj4w H ul. UU ww, Hipp. Contr. Noet. p. 16. 

1 ſhall add his Doxology, becauſe it has but lately appear d in the 
Greek, and ſo has been leſs took notice of h . 

Oòzeg & O64 6 h - 9 Y pes 7, @ Terre Cora: Nerv. 
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Synonymous Terms, They may go on to value 
| Themſelves upon ir. They have Fews, Pa- 
gans, and Hereticks, Fifteen Hundred Years 
backwards, to countenance Them in ir. Ir is 
ſufficient to have ſhown, that wiſer and better 
Men, the truly Primitive and Catholick Church, 
never thought it Tritheiſin; but condemn'd 
Thoſe that thought ſo. 

Having taken off the Charge from our Do- 
ctrine, I come, next, to fix it upon Your's ; 
where, I humbly conceive, it ought to lie. I 
do not pretend that you are Tr#hesſts, in 
eyery Senſe; but in the ſame Senſe that the 
Pagans are called Polytheiſts, and in the Scri- 
pture-Senſe of the word, God, as explain'd 


and contended for, by your Selves. One di- 


vine Perſon is, with you, equivalent to one 
Cod; and Two, to two Gods; and Three, to 
three Gods: The Caſe is plain; The Conſe- 
quence unavoidable. One Supreme, and two 
Inferior Gods, is your avowed Doctrine: And, 
certainly, the aſſerting Three Gods (whether co- 
ordinate, or otherwiſe) is Tritheiſm; againſt 
the fir/? Commandment, againſt rhe whole Te- 
nor of Scripture, and the Principles of the pri- 
mitive Church. Ir is, to me, an Inſtance of the 
ill eftets of vain Philoſophy, and ſhows how 


the Diſputer of this World may get the bet- 
ter of the Chriſtian; when Men appear ſo much 


afraid of an 7maginary Error in Metaphyſichs, 
and, to avoid it, run into a real One, againſt 
Scripture and Antiquity. - You tell me, indeed, 
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that if 1 am poſitive in this, you'l bring both 
* Ante-Nicene and Niceue- Fathers againſt me. 
Bur, let me adviſe You to read Them (a ſecond 
Time) over; and you'l ſee no Reaſon to be 
Sanguine in this Matter. The Doctor has cited 


ſome Paſſages from Them, and made Them 


ſeemingly ſpeak his Senſe; though, in the main, 
Doctrine, they arc clearly againſt Him as I have 
obſerved f above. You appeal to theſe Fa. 
thers as Vouchers for you. But let us attend, 


| however, to what you ſay. 


The Antient "Writers of t he Church un 
animouſly agree, that nothing but an abſolute 


Equality and Co-ordination in God the Father 
aud the Son, can make Them two Gods, and 
that the real Subordination of the Son to the 
Father preſerves the Church from Poly. 


® The Senſe of Ante Nicene and Poſt- Nicene Fathers, in Relaiin 
go Tritheiſm, may be ſeen in the following Paſſages. 
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Cyril. Alex. Theiaur. p. 78. + Qu. 5- 
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theiſm. (P. Too.) In the next Page, You appeal 
to Athanaſius for the Senſe of the Nicene and 
Poſt-Nicene Fathers, and to Hilary and Ba- 
i, in order to clear your Doctrine from the 
Charge of Tritheiſin; little imagining that Theſe 
good and great Men have * condemn'd your Do- 
ctrine, as Pohytheiſin and Paganiſm, over and 
over; as all know, that-are any thing con- 
verſant in their Works. Well: But what have 
They ſaid to countenance your Notion? This 
only: That *Onity of Principle clears rhe 
Church's Doctrine from the Charge of Tri- 
theiſm. Not your Doctrine, not the Arian 
Doctrine; but the Catholick Doctrine. For 

| ſince Equality of Nature, and Unity of Prin- 
ciple too, are both requiſite; The Catholicks 
admitting the former (as their Adverſaries well 
knew) had nothing farther needful to inſiſt 
upon, in anſwer to the Charge of Trithei/m, 
but the latter. Unity of Principle, and Same- 
neſs of Nature together might make two Per- 
lons one God (according to the unanimous 
Opinion of the Antients) but not either of 
them alone. 

But now in reſpect to the Arian (that is, 
your Doctrine) the pretence of Unity of Prin- 
ciple is perfectly abſurd. The Son is ſup- 
poled a Creature of the Father's: If his be- 
ing of, or from, the Father, in this Senſe, 
makes Him one God with the Father, it will 


* Athanaſ. Orat. 3. p. 565, 566. Hilar, p. 916. Baſil. Ep. 764 


dag. $62, 
Z 2 fol- 
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follow, that Angels or Men, or even Things 
| inanimate, are one God with the Father allo. 
Indeed, to do you juſtice, you do not ſo much 
as pretend, that *Un:ty of Principle, or any 
Thing elſe can make Him one God with the 
Father. Which is enough to ſhow, how very 
widely you differ from the Antients, in the 
main point of All. They thought it neceſſary 
to aſſert, that Father and don were Both one 
God. So Irenæus, Athenagoras, Tertullian, 
Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Hippolytus, 
Lactantius, and even Euſebius Himſelf, after 
ſome Debates upon ir; as may appear from the 
Teſtimonies * before refer d to: And of the 
Poſt-Nicene Catholick Writers, every body 
knows, that All to a Man contended for it. 
They thought that the Divinity of the Son 
could not be otherwiſe ſecured, and Polythei/m 
at the ſame time avoided, than by aſſerting Fa- 
ther and Son to be one God; and They thought 
right. But what do you do ? Or how can you 
contrive to clear your Scheme? We ask if the 
Son be God, as well as the Father? You fay, 
Ves: How then is there but one God? Your 
Anſwer is, The Father is /#preme, and there- 
fore He, ſiugly, is the one God. This is taking 
away what you gave us before, and retracting 
What you aſſerted of the Son. If Supremacy 
only makes a Perſon God, The Son is no God, 
upon your Principles: Or, if He is God notwith- 
ſtanding, then Father and Son are #299 God. 
Turn this over, as often as you pleaſe, you! 
Qu. 2. p. 22+ | | find 
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find it impoſſible to extricate your ſelf from it. 
You can ſay only this; That you do not ad- 
mit Two ſupreme Gods. That is very true: 
No more did the Pagan Polytheiſts, nor the 


Idolatrous Samaritans, nor Others condemn'd + 


in Scripture for Poſytheiſm. You ſtand pretty 
fair upon the Principles of Ph:/oſophy; and are 
not guilty of any manifeſt Error in Meta- 
phy/icks, upon this Article. But you are ſuch 
a Tritheiſt, as upon Scripture-Principles, and 
upon the Principles of the Catholic Church, 
both * before and after the Nzcene- Council, 
muſt ſtand condemn'd. Your Belief of the 
Fathers being for you, in this particular, 
is pure Fancy and Fiction; owing, I ſuppoſe, 
to your ſeeing only ſome Pieces of Them in 
Dr. Clarke. You can find bur very little among 
Antients, which either directly or indirectly 


favors your Notion of a ſipreme and a ſibor- 


dinate God. They condemn'd it implicitely, 
in their Diſputes with the Pagans, all along: 
And no ſooner was it ſtarted in the Church, 
but the Catholicks were alarm'd at it; and im- 
mediately condemn'd it, as reviving of Crea- 
ture-Worſhip, and reſtoring Geutiliſin, and 
Pagan Polythei/m. Two Gods, a greater and a 
lels, a Supreme and an Inferior, no Scripture, no 
lound Reaſon, no good Catholic ever Taught; 
no Church would have endured. A ſeparate 


N. B. I do not ſay that the Ante-Nicene Writers would have called 
the Arian Doctrine Tritheiſin ; perhaps, Blaſphemy rather. But They 
would have charg'd it with Paganiſm ( ſee Tertullian above, p. 54-) 
Which comes to the ſame with what the Poſt· Niceaes ſaid of it. 
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God from the Supreme, an inferior created 
God, would not only have been look'd upon 
as Polytheiſin and Contradittion, confider'd in 
it felf; but as Here and Blaſphemy, if under. 
ſtood of God and Chriſt. 

To conclude this Head: If we underſtand 
the word, God, in the ſtrict Senſe, it is ridi- 
culous to charge the Arian Scheme with plu. 
rality of Gods. But, if it be underſtood in the 
looſe popular Senſe, or in your own Senſe of 
it, it is equally ridiculous to deny it. Mr Nye, 
who, you know, has ſtudied this Controverſy 
much and long, and is no Friend cither to the 
truly Garholick Scheme, or your's, condemn- 
ing Both as Tritheiſin; is pleated however ſo 
far to give the Preference to the former, as 
to declare, that the Arian Hereſy ts only 
a more abſurd and leſs defenſible Tritheiſm“. 
Of all che four Schemes which have been fol- 
lowed, the Sabelliau. Catholick, Arian, and 
SHocinian; The Sabellian only (which intirely 
ungods the Shy, and annihilates the Holy- 
Ghoſt) ſtands perfectly clear of any Appearance 
of Polytheiſm. The Catholic appears charge- 
able, but really is not ſo: The Arian and do- 
cinian both appear ſo, and are fo; Where 
fore a Charge of Tritheiſin muſt come from 
Them, with a very ill Grace. For, was the 
Charge really juſt, and were we weak enough 
to aſſert three Co- ordinate God's; yet even 
that could not be more repugnant to the 
Explicat. of the Articles of Div. Unity, p. 91. 

. Fo whole 
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whole Drift, Scope, and Tenor of the Sacred 
Writ, than the admitting a plurality of Gods, 
great and little, ſoverargn and inferior, in- 
finite and finite, uncreated and created, to 
receive our Addreſſes, and to be the Objects of 
our Love, Faith, Hope, Confidence, and reli- 


gious Adoration. 


Query XXII. 


Whether the Doctor Notion of the Trinity be 
more clear and intelligible than the other? 

The difficulty in the Conception of the Trinity 
is, bow three Perſons can be one God. 

Does the Doctor deny that every one of the 
Perſons, ſingly. is God ? No: Does He 
deny that God is one? No: How then are 
Three one? 

Does one and the ſame Authority, exercis'd 
by all, make Them one, numerically or in- 
dividually one and the ſame God? That is 
hard to concerve how three diſtinct Beimgs, 

according to the Doctor's Scheme, can be 
individually one God, that is, three Per- 
ſons one Perſon. 

If therefore one God neceſſarily ſignifies but one 
Perſon, the Conſequence is irreſiſtible ; ei- 

ther that the Father is that one Perſon, and 
none elſe, which is downright Sabellianiſm ; 
Or that the three Perſons are three Gods. 

Thus the Doctor's Scheme is liable to the 


ſame difficulties with the other. 
„ There 
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There is indeed one ea ſy way of coming off, 
and that is, by ſaying that the Son and 
Foly- Spirit are neither of them God, in 
the 4 Scripture-ſenſe of the Word. But this 
is cutting the Knot, inſtead of untying it; 
and is in effect to ſay, They are not 2 

Forth as divine Perſons in Scripture. 
Does the Communication of divine Powers 
— Attributes from Father to Son, and 

Holy Spirit make Them one God, the Di. 
vinity of the two latter being the Father's 
Divinity? Tet the ſame QJifficulty recurs: 

For either the Son and Holy Ghoſt have di. 
ſtinct Attributes, and a dliſtiuct Divinity 

of their own, or They have not If They 
have, They are (upon the Doctor's Prin- 
ciples) diftinit Gods from the Father, and 
as much as Finite from Infinite, Creature 
from Creator, and then how are They one! 
1f They have mot, then, ſince They have 
no other Divinity, but that individual Di. 

 wvantty, and thoſe Attributes which are in. 
ſeparable from the Father's Eſſence, They 
can have no diſtin Eſſence from the Fa- 
ther's; and ſo ( according to the Doctor 
will be one and the [ame Perſon, that is, 
will be Names only. 

2 Whether This be not as unintelligible as 
the Orthodox Notion of the Trinity, and 
liable to the like Difficulties : A Communt- 
cation of divine Powers and Attributes, 


without the Subſtance, being as hard to cou. 
c eive, 
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cerve, nay much harder, than a Communt- 
cation of Both together? 


OU are pleaſed to ſay, that had the Au- 
thor at all underſtood Dr. Clarke's Books, 
He would not have offered theſe Conſidera- 
tions, They are ſich groſs miſtakes, (p. 105.) 
Ir might be very pardonable to miſtake the 


Doctor, who deals much in general and am- 


biguous Terms; and I am the more excuſable, 
as miſtaking on the tender and candid Side. I 
muſt own to you, I was not aware, that the 
Doctor had denied, Father, Son, and Holy- 
Ghoſt, to be one God. I did not apprehend, He 
would ſcruple to call Them all together one 
God; becauſe That would be manifeſtly ex- 


cluding Son and Holy-Ghoſt from the one G 


head; and then our diſpute about his meaning, 
would be perfectly at an end. I ſhould have 
been very unwilling to make ſo home a Charge. 
as That upon Him: But ſince you are a Friend, 
and declare in publick that this is his meaning. 
ſo it ſhall be hereafter. And now, I will 
not ask how three Perſons can be one God, 
upon the Doctor's Principles; But Ill put the 
Queſtion thus: How can it be true (upon the 


Doctor's Principles) that every Perſon of 


the Trinity is God; and true likewiſe, that 
there is but one God? The Queſtion or Dif- 
ticulty being thus fairly ſtated, I conceive, 
that my reaſoning againſt the other, will, in the 
main, hold good againſt this too; only muta- 
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346 A DEFENSE Qu. XXIII 
tis mutandis. Now then, clear me up this 
Difficulty in the Doctor's Scheme, and free it 
from Self Contradiftion, if you are able. I have 
been ſearching diligently ſeveral Pages of your 
Anſwer, to ſee if I might find any thing like 
a Solution: But I perceive, at length, you 
was fo wiſe as to drop it. You was to tell 
me How, notwithſtanding that there are Three 
divine Perſons; (that is, Gods, according to 
you) there is ſtill bur one God. Bur inſtead of 
this, you run wandring wide and far, to ſhow 
how Three may be One. What? Three Gods 
one God? That was what I asx'd; the reſt 
is not pertinent, but foreign to the Point, 
Finding ſo little Satisfaction from you, in a 
Point ſo material, in the very pinch of the 
Queſtion between the Doctor and Us, I thought 
proper to have recourſe to the Doctor's Books 
again; to ſee if any thing could be found there 
to our preſent purpoſe. | 
perceived, that Dominion and Authority, 
according to Him, make God to be God. Up- 
on this Principle, He ſuppoſes the Son, f H 
nature truly God, having true divine Power 
and Dominion: And He fays, + The word, 
God, in Scripture, is always a relative word 
of Office, ſignifying perſonal Dominion. The 
obvious Concluſion, from theſe Premiſes, is, 
that if Dominion and Authority, ſuch as makes 
any Perſon 7raly God, be lodged in Three Per- 


Reply, p. 301. + Pb. p. 81. 
+ Ib. P. 290. l ; | 
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ſons ; Thoſe Three Perſons, upon the Doctor's 
Principles, muſt be three Gods, The Doctor 
being ſenſible of this Difficulty in his Scheme, 
and not being able to ſolve it, nor willing 
to profels three Gods, tries to diſguiſe and 
elude ir. He asks, * why muſt three divine 
Beings, of neceſſity, be concerved as three 
Gods? The Anſwer is very eaſy: Becauſe three 
divine Beings, is exactly the, ſame, in other 
Words, with three Gods, upon his Principles; 
and becauſe every one of the Three is 1 * 
to have perſonal Dominion, that very Domi- 
non which is ſufficient ro make a Perſon truly 
God; and ſuch as makes God to be God. f He 
goes on to diſtinguiſh the three Perſons by the 
Names of God, Lord, and Holy. Spirit; as if 
He had forgot, or had no mind ro own, that 
either of the two laſt is God. He proceeds: 
They can no more truly be ſaid to be three 
Gods, than each of Them, ſingly, can be truly 
ſaid to be the God and Father of All, who is 
above all; which is the Apoſtle's Definition 
of the one ſupreme God. But this is not to 
the Purpoſe; unleſs no one can be God, that is 
not the ſapreme God. If the Doctor ſays Thar, 
He contradicts Himſelf ſtrangely ; having took 
a great deal of Pains to ſhow that the Son, tho 
not the ſupremèe God, is yet truly God, hav-. 
ing true divine Power and Dominion. If He 
thinks the Apoſtle's Definition of God to be 
better than his own, why did He not ſtand to it? 


Reply. p. 222. - Ib, P. 2230 | A 4 
| n 
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And then it would be ſeen plainly, that his 
meaning is, that no one can be God but the 
Father ; which is making ſhort work with the 
Doctrine of the divine Trinity, and ſtriking 
out Son and Hoy Ghoſt at once. It is evident 
to a Demonſtration, that the three Perſons 
are, upon the Doctor's Hypotheſis, as really 
and truly three Gods, as that every one ſingly, 
is God: And therefore, either let Him fay 
plainly, that there are three Gods; or that nei. 
ther the Son, nor the Holy-Ghoſt is God 
The. Difficulty then ſtill remains unanſwer d; 
how (upon the Doctor's Principles) three Per. 
ſons can be every one, ſingly, God; and yet 
Scripture ſay true, that there is but one 
God. 

And now, I return to you again; whom ! 
left inſtructing the Reader, very particularly, 
How Three may be One ; viz. in agreement 
of Mind, in their joint care of the Church, in 
Teſtimony, &c. which might have been perti- 
nent, had I been arguing from the Text, I and 
my Father are One; or from Joh. 5. 7. But 
your anſwering ſo copioufly to what I did not 
ask, and ſlipping over the main Difficulty, 
looks as if you were more concern'd how to 
keep your Reader from the ſight of the Que- 
ſtion, than how to give Him any reafonablc 
Satisfaction. The firſt pertinent Thing I meet 
with from you, is in Page 108. where you 
charge me with a manifeſt Error, for ſuppoſing 
it Sabellianiſm to make the one God but one 


Perſon; 
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Perſon; namely, The Perſon of the Father. 
What I aſſert is, that it is Sabellian to fay, 
that there is but One who is God, one Per ſon 
only, inſtead of one Nature: Or to ſuppoſe 
the Godhead to be one ſingle Hypo/ta/is; or 
uoreown@», a Father without his Word or 
Hirit eternally and eſſentially ſubſiſting with 
Him, and from Him. This is what 1 main- 
tain, and what you will not be able to diſprove. 
But let us ſee how you go about it. Oe God, 
you lay, 7s one Perſon only; otherwiſe one 
Perſon could not be one God. I anſwer, that 
no one Perſon is one God, excluſrvely of the 
other two Perſons. You add, F one God be 
two Perſons or more, it is empoſſible for one 
Perſon to be God. When we fay one Perſon 
is God, we mean that He is a divine Hypo- 
faſis, Deitatem habens, as the Schools ſpeak : 
But when we ſay God is three Perſons, we un- 
derſtand it of the divine Zſence, or Subſtance : 
So that the word God is ſometimes taken eſſen- 
tially, and ſometimes perſonally, which makes 
the Difference. You proceed: The Defenders 
of the Scholaſtick Nbtion (you mean the De- 
fenders of the Trinity in Unity ) profeſs the 
Father alone, and diſtinf# from the Son and 
Hirit, is God, or the one God. Very true; 
in the per ſonal Senſe before mention'd, Aiſtinct 
from, not excluſive of, the Son and Holy- 
Spirit. In the fame Senſe, either of the other 
Perſops is God, and the one God. There is 
a farther Reaſon, why the Father is * 
| an 
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and eminently ſtiled the one God: Not to ex. 
clude the other Perſons; but to ſignify his 
priority of Order, as Father, and as Fountain 
of all. Thus I have anſwer'd your Reaſons, 
which you are pleas d to call Demonſtration, 
tho' it is manifeſt that, all along in your res. 
ſoning, you take it for granted, that God is 
one Perſon only, and ſuppoſe the very Thing 
in Queſtion. You next proceed to confute my 
Aſſertion; that the making the one God hut 
one Perſon, is Sabellian. And you ſay thus: 
VI one Perſon, He means one intelligent 
Agent, He makes the Sabellians Catholicks, 
and condemns his own Friends for Tritheiſts 
I certainly mean a real Perſon, an Hypoſtaſis, 
no mode, attribute, or property, as you might 
eaſily have perceived. The charge of 7r:theiſm 
I have ſufficiently anſwer'd before; and return- 
ed it to its proper Owners. I ſhall only add 
here, that each divine Perſon is an individual 
intelligent Agent: But as ſubſiſting in one un- 
divided Subſtance, They are all together, in that 
reſpect, but one undivided intelligent Agent: 
And thus my Friends ſtand clear of Tritheiſu. 
You obſerve, that Sabellius held one Hypo- 
ſtaſis, or divine Subſtance, in oppoſition to the 
Church, who profeſs'd three Hypoſtales. Why 
did you not add, or three divine Subſtances, 
having render'd Hypoſtaſis, divine Subſtance, 
juſt before? Is not the reaſon of it viſible! 
You would not ſay that the Sabellians held 
one Subſtance, and the Church three Sub- 

. ſtances, 
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ſances (tho you do ſay it in effect) becauſe the 
Thing is notoriouſly falſe. But taking advan- 
tage of the Ambiguity of the word, {1ypoſtafis, 
ſometimes uled to ſignify Subſtance, and ſome- 
times Perſon, you contrive a Fallacy. The 
Church never profeſs'd three Hypoſtaſes in any 
other Senſe, but as they mean three Perſons; 
nor would Sabellius have been cenſured for 
holding one Hypaſtaſis only, had He meant 
one Subſtance. If you have a mind to ſee clear- 
ly in what Senſe the Catholichs profels'd either 
three Hypoſtaſes, or one only, you may pleaſe 
to conſult * Athanaſins and f Gregory Nagi- 
anzen, refer d to in the Margin. aut 
The Truth is, the Church always profeſsd 
one Subſtance; one eternal, immurable, uncreat- 
ed Subſtance; and this they underſtood by, 
j God. Notwithſtanding, They believed the Son, 
and Holy-Spirit to be /#b/{antially God. Pra- 
xeas, Noetus, Sabellius, and others, not con- 
| ceiving how one Subſtance could be more than 
one Perſon, + one Hypaſtaſis, innovated upon 
the Faith of the Church, and made one {ſingle 


Athinaſ. ad Antioch. p. 973 · 

8 t Greg. Nazianz, Orat. 22. p. 396. Orat. 3 2. p. 511. 

„ t Origen expreſſes the Sabellian Notion, very diſtinciiy im the follow- 
ing Paſſage, 

My Als igen 170 el Ty yov F rasse, . iy 8 ge Baie, 
D now ein, N αν ai igus xeon Mg imei, & 
wo CU 65monv AvAS rer iga © *yoy. Orig. Com. in Joh. p. 186. 
ö Huet. 
| | That is to fay, The Sabellians did not only make Father and Son 
| one in Eſſence (as the Church did alſo) but they carried it ſo far 

as to make Them one Subject, Suppolitum,-or- Hypoſtalis, having 
% 4 nominal, not à real Diſtinction, | 


— 
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 Hypoſtaſis the one God, with three Names. You ; 
tell us, with great Aſſurance, that this never | 
was, nor could be Sabellianiſm, (p. 109.) To 1 
which I ſhall only ſay; Read, and you wil . 
find. You add farther, that the one God i; Wt ; 
one Perſon only, and the Father that Perſon; WY « 
And that this is the Aſertion of Sr. Paul. We Wl | 
will ſee to St. Paul preſently; in the mean : 
while, I again tell you, that this is the very I | 
Eſſence of Sabellianiſin, and the Doctrine of 
* Paul of Samo ſata (as hath been obſerved to 
you above) and for which He was condemn'd 
by the Church. Your pretence from the Apo- 
ſtle's Words, (To us there is but one God, even 
the Father) has been ſufficiently anſwer d un- 
der the former Queries. I ſhall only obſerve 
here, that the Text mention'd is much ſtronger 
againſt the Doctor and your Self, than againſt 
Us. For how can You, after ſo plain and ex- 
preſs a Text to the contrary, pretend that the 
Son allo is God to us, really and truly God, 
and in the Scripture-Senſe of the word, God! 
Whether, think you, do We, who make Him 
f | eſſentially the ſame God with that one, and 
= ſuppoſe but one God in all, more flatly, con- 
tradict St. Paul; or You who make wo Gods, 
and in the ſame relative Senſe, in which St. 
Paul is ſuppoſed to uſe the word, God? To take 
up your own Words, upon this very occaſion; 
. You il, I truſt, be aſhamed when you con. 


h ths ein, Pairs 6 ins ah⁴r Oro; 6 rurip. Athan, Contr. 
Apollinar. |. 2. p. 942 EE; 
_ ſer 
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ſder, that you plainly falſify St. Paul. He 
lays, there is 644 on God, eyen the Father: 
Bur You ſay, there are more Gods than one; 
and particularly, that the on is God allo, God 
0 us. How come you off of this? By the help 
of a Diſtinction, I ſuppoſe: And ſo can We; 
by a Diſtiuction much older, and much ber- 
ter warranted than Your's; and therefore, be ſo 
kind as either to rake ſome part of the Shame 
with us; or elſe to acquit Both. You proceed 
to acquaint us, that the Father is the only true 
God *. Very good: And do not the Doctor 
and You tell us, notwithſtanding, that the Son 
is true God, having true divine Power and 
Dominion? If You can reconcile two true 
Gods, with the Doctrine of that Text; fure; 
We need not deſpair, nor haye any thing to 
fear from that Text, who agree ſo far with it 
already (more than You) as to acknowledge but 
One God. We can give a Reaſon why the Son 
was tacitely included, being ſo intimarely united 
to the Father, as partaker of the ſame divine 
Nature: But that any Creature ſhould not be 
excluded from being God, or that there ſhould 
be two Gods, notwithſtanding the Text, muſt 
appear very ſtrange. After this, you have two 
or three Subtilties. The Father, you lay, will 
be but a third Part. You might, in this way, 
revive all the Impertinencies of Aetzus, and 
throw them before Engliſh Readers. I refer 


Pag. 110. 
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you to * St. Auſtin, in the Margin, for an An- 
ſwer. Let me deſire you not to give ſo great a 
looſe to your Fancy, in divine Things: You 
ſeem to conſider every thing under the Notion 
of Extenſion, and ſenſible Images. A reveren- 
tial Silence may well become Us in ſo awful a 
Subject, in which Imagination has nothing to 


do, and of which our moſt reſined and elevated 


Thoughts are infinitely unworthy. But to pro- 
ceed: You add, if Father, Son, and Holy. 
Ghoſt are the only true God, then they are 
the Father. But if the only true God, may 
be ſometimes uſed in a perſonal, ſometimes in 
an eſſential Senſe, there is no force in this 
Reaſoning. I might retort the Argument upon 
You, who, in your way of conceiving, apply 
the Phraſe of one God, ſometimes to one Part, 
ſometimes to another, and ſometimes to the 
hole, almoſt in the ſame manner, as We do 
to One, or to all the three Per ſons But I am 
weary of trifling. 

You ask me, wherein the preſent Schola- 


» Putas Deum Patretm cum Filio & Spiritu Santo unum Deum 
eſſe non poſſe; Times enim ne Pater Solus non fit unus Deus, ſed 
ars Unius Dei qui conſtat ex Tribus: Noli timere, nulla fit partium 
in Deitatis unitate diviſio. In Trinitate — quz Deus eſt, & Pater 
Deus eſt, & Filius Deus eſt, & Spiritus Sanctus Deus eſt, & Simui 
Hi Tres unus Deus: nec hujus Trinitatis pars eſt unus, nec major 
— duo quam unus eſt ibi, nec majus aliquid ſunt omnes quam 
nguli: quia Spiritalis non Corporalis eſt magnitudo. Auguſt. Contr. 
Maxim. |. 2. c. 10. p. 697, 698. | 
Pater & Filius & Spiritus Sanctus, & propter individuam Delt 


tem Unus Deus eſt, & propter uniuſcujuſque proprietatem tres pt. 


ſons ſunt, & propter ſinguſorum Perfectionem artes unius Dei 1 
unt. Id. ibid. P · 699. 72 l 
16 
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flick-Notion diſagrees with the Sabellian? 1 


anſwer, in admitting three real ſubſiſting Per- 


ſons. But ſince you are ſo often charging us 
with Sabetliani/m, it may be proper to oblerve 
here, how near akin the Sabellians and Arians 
are to each other, Both, as it were, growing 
of the ſame Stock. | E 
1. In the firſt Place, Both ſeem to ſuppoſe 
or take for granted, that if the modus, or mans 
zer, be unintelligible, the Thing it ſelf is in- 
credible, „ 
2. Both agree in the fundamental Principle 
of Hereſy, that one Subſtance, or Being, can 
be only one real Perſon, or Hypoſtaſis. As 
Neſftorins and Eutyches, tho taking different 
ways, yet procceded upon the ſame Bottom, 
that two Natures could not make one Per /0# 
in Chriſt : So FCabellius and Arins, before Them, 
tho' differing in the laſt reſult, yer ſet out up- 
on the ſame Principle ; That two real Perſons 
cannot be one Being, or Subſtance. 
3. In Conſequence of their prime Poſition 
Both conſpire to diſcard, in reality, the So 
and the Holy-Ghoſt from the One true God. 
bead; looking upon it as Tritheiſin to make 
the Perſons real, and divine too. One Hypo- 
fafis in the Godhead is all that either of Then 
admits; both Judai ging, as Gregory Mien 
juſtly obſerves, in that reſpect: And the Sa. 
bellians Teimuos, (or God with three Names) 
% „%% Las- yu Tpi, bb Tir Ebbe Ora 
Ain. Greg. Ny ſf. Contr. Eunom. p. 676. N 
44 anſwers 


anſwers to the Arians Aybmres, Self exiſienr, 
or Vubegotten God. Thus far they àmicabſ 

agree; | us next obſerve where They differ. 
Suppoſing Them fix'd and ſertled in their pre. 
liminary Principle, it is manifeſt that the Mord 
and Hirit wuſt either be Numer only, or, if 
real diſtin Perſons, Creatures. The Sabel. 
lians were at liberty ro chuſe this, or thr; 
But, finding Scripture run high, and Tradition 
ſtrong for the Divinity of the Mord and Hoh. 
Spirit, They made choice of the former; in- 
terpreting Father, Sun, and Holy-Ghuf?, as dif- 
ferent Names of one and the fame Hypoſtaſis, 
6r real Perſon. By this, th effectuillly guard- 
ed againſt the ſuppos'd Tritheiſm of the Cuthb. 
licks, as well as againſt Pagan Polyrheiſm; 
and, being wiſe Men fo far, ſecured the Point 
which They aim'd at. The Ariaus, who cate 
after (and Who, as I before ſaid, ſer out upon 
the ſame preliminary Principles) finding that 
the Sabellian Confuſion of Perſons had been 
utterly routed, baffled, and exploded by all 
oo Catholicks, had really no Option left; 
Jut either to make the Son and Holy Spitit 
Creatures, beer up their Preliminaries 
Accordingly, They took the way which the 

PL wy, n + n 12 
Sabellians had left Them; and were very un- 
happy in this particular, that, endeavoring to 
avoid one kind of Tritheiſin, They fell into 

© og ar 

The Arian Scheme, beſides it's failing in its 
principal Deſigu of avoiding Polyrhei/m, has 
| | 1 many 
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many real and great Difficulties; being as well 
too higb for ſome Texts, as too /aw for others; 
which the Catholicſs, or Sabelliaus can much 
better deal with. Hence, ] ſuppoſe, it Tp 2 
the Unitarians, at the Beginning of the Re- 
formation, having modeſtly begun with * A Art- 
aniſin; for the moſt part, gf into Socing- 
aniſm, which is near to Sabellianiſm: : And 
our Engliſh *Unitgriens, who for acuteneſs of 
Wit and ſubtilty of Thought have not been in- 
ferior to any of their Brethren, haye been {ti 

refining upon the Socinian Scheme (which ha 

ſtruck upon Ditheiſin, in like manner as the 
Arjan had upon Tritheiſin) and have brought 
it ſtill nearer to Sabe//rani/m. Aſter all, — — 
Men have run their Courſe from Orthodoxy to 
Ariani ſin, from Ariani/m to & oc iniani ſin, and 
from thence to Sabellianiſm; if They will but 
give themſelves leave to reflect and look back, 
They may perhaps perceive, at length, 
Catholici ſin, is the only Scriptural, as well as 
the Antient Scheme; liable to the feweſt Dif- 


ficulties, and beſt guarded againſt Objections. 


It is therefore no wonder that the Bulk of Chri- 


ſtians, learned and unlearned, have, for as many 


Centuries upwards as we have any clear Re- 
cords extant, eſpouſed it. It is an eaſy matter 
for Men of Wit and: Fancy to find fault with 
Any Thing: But it requires. T hought and Judg- 
ment to ſettle Things upon their true Bottom. 


Let Thoſe who are diſpleaſed with the received 


Socin. Contr, Eenſin Johan. p. 496. 
Aa 3 Doctrine, 
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Doctrine, ſhow us a Better; and make any other 
conſiſtent Scheme ( conſiſtent with Scripture 
and with it Self) if They can. Wiſe and good 
Men will be always willing to Reform, if there 
be Cauſe for it: But they will not be forward 
ro pull down what appears to be founded on a 
Rock, in order only to build upon the Sand. 
It is fome Satisfaction to the Trinitariang to 


- obſerve, how long fome great Wits have been 


new-modelling Chriſtianity ; and have not yet 
been able to agree in any one certain Scheme. 
The Arzans fall upon the Sabellians, and the 
Sabellians again upon Them: One defends the 
Perſonality, and the other the Divinity of 
the Azyos, or Word, and cannot yet be brought 
to any Agreement. * Betwixt Them, the Prin- 
ciples of the Catholick Church are ſupported, 
and Fhey condemn each other, in the very 
Things which the Church condemns in Both. 
If I may give a Judgment of the two Schemes, 
the abellian appears to be the neater of the 
Two. and moſt eonſiſtent with it ſelf: The Arias 
is more pious and modeſt, tender of degrading 
the Son of God too far. As Men grow bolder 
and more learned in Hereſy, They will, very 
probably, be drawing nearer and nearer to the 
Sabelhans. Two of the ableſt and acuteſt Men 


of the preſent Unitariaus (one Here, the other 


Abroad) are Both in the Sabellian way: And 


* Uterque Hoſtis Eccleſiæ res Eccleſiæ agit: Dum Sabellius Deum 
ex natura in operibus prædicat; Hi vero, ex Sacramento Fide!, 
Filium Dei confitentur. Hi. p. 919, x . 


. 
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as They have given Proofs of their Learning, 
ſo have they ſufficiently ſhown their Bo/dneſs 
allo, by treating ſo ſublime and tremendous a 
Subject, in the way of Scoff and Ridicule. To 
return : You are pleaſed to ſay, that you have 
anſwer'd for Dr. Clarke's Notion not being 
Sabellian, and have proved that it is not Tri- 
theiſtick. But give me leave to ſay, that you 
are deceived in Both: The Ground is Jabel- 
lian, and the Super- ſtructure Trithei/tick; and, 
the whole contrived in ſuch a way, as to hang 
looſely together. 

It is obvious, at firſt ſight, that the true Arian 
or Semz- Arian Scheme (which you would be 
thought ro come up to at leaſt) can never 
tolerably ſupport it ſelf, without taking in the 
Catholick Principle of a Human Soul to join 
with the //ord. If you come thus far, it will then 
be eaſy to perceive that the Sabellian Scheme 
is the 0 0 and plainer; beſides that it better 
anſwers the high Things ſpoken of the Word; 
in reſpect of which your Scheme is as much 
too /ow, as before too High. But then again, 
the Arguments for the diſtinct per ſonality of 
the Word and Holy Spirit, bear ſo full and 
ſtrong, that there will appear a Neceſſity for 
taking in another Catholic Principle; and That 


will compleatly anſwer all. And why then 


ſhould not the Catholic Doctrine (fo ap- 
parently neceſſary to make Scripture conſiſtent) 
be admitted? The Caſe, in few words, appears 
to be only this. You cannot underſtand how 

Aa 4 | Three 
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Three can be One; you ſee no reaſon, a priori. 
why, if the Son and Holy Spirit be Co- eval and 
Con ſubſtantial. They ſhould not be Co. ordi 
nate too; you know not why the Father might 
not as well be ſaid to be begotten, as to beget; 
to be ſent, as to ſend, or the like. Very true: 
But you may /ee a Reaſon, a priori, why Crea. 
tures, of yeſterday, may not be able to ſearch 
the deep Things of God: You may know how 
well it becomes Them to ſubmit their Fancies, 
or Preſumptions, to divine Revelation; content 
to ſee through @ Glaſs darkly, till the Time 
come to kiow God more perfectly, and to /e: 
Him as He is. This may be a ſufficient An. 
ſwer to a pious and humble Mind, in all Cafes 
of this Nature; where the difficulty is owing 
only to our imperfect and inadequate Con- 

ception of Things. | 

was obliged to paſs over ſome Remarks 
you had in your Notes “, for the ſake of 
Method: But it will not be too late ro conſider 
Them here. I had made no uſe of 70h. 10. 30. 
(J and my Father are one) but you had 2 
mind to bring it in, to let us know how wel 
you could anſwer it, from the primitive Mri. 
rers. I am always willing to defend thoſe go 
Men, and to reſcue Them out of the Hands of 
Thoſe, who either knowingly, or ignorant) 
abuſe Them. You begin thus, Triumphantiy: 
The Defenders of the Scholaſtick Explicatun 
of the Trinity in nity, ths They pretin 


* Pag, 196. 


much 
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nuch that the moſt Antient Writers of the 


\ Church are on their fide, yet, in expreſſing 


their Notion of the Unity in the divine Per- 
ſons, They do not 'only leuve Scripture and Rea- 
ſon, but plainly run againſt the whole Stream 
of Antiquity alſo. The Text on which they ſo 

nuch rely (Joh. 10. 30.) is #nderſtood by Ter- 
tullian Himſelf of the Unity of Love, and 
Conſent, and Power. You go on to cite Ter-. 
tullian, and others, from Dr. Clare. But, 
Writers in a Cauſe, are very oſten known to 
repreſent Things by halves. You ſhall ſee, 
preſently, what little Reaſon you have to tall 
of the whole Stream of Antiquity. The Text, 
which you ſpeak of, has all along been made 
uſe of by the Carhotreks, in two Reſpects; firſt, 
in Proof of our Lord's real Divinity, againſt as 
many as denied it; and ſecondly, in Proof of 
his real Diſtinction from the Father, againſt 


the 'Noetzans or Sabelliang. There was very 


little occaſion to inſiſt much upon Unity 


of Subſtance, with thoſe who had carried 
Unity of Subſtance ſo high, as to make one 
 Hypoſtaſis. It might be ſufficient, in diſpute 


with thoſe Men, to obſerve that That Text 
did by no means prove an Identity of Per- 


ſon, unleſs Paul and Apollos were one Per- 


ſon, which is abſurd. Whatever the Text 
might otherwiſe prove, it certainly did not 
prove, what the Sabellians pretended, an 


"Onity of Perſon. This the-Poſt-Nicene Fa- 
chers frequently 'obſerye, againſt the Sabellians 


(as 
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(as the Aure Nicene had done before) though, 
at the ſame time, That Text might be of good 
uſe againſt the Ariaus; as it had been all along 


againſt the Impugners of Chriſt's Divinity, 


For your clearer Apprehenſion of this Matter, 
I ſhall fer down, * in Two diſtinct Columns, 
the Sentiments of the primitive Writers, on this 


* {ganſt Impugners of Chriſt's 


Drointy, 
TERTULLIAN. 


Qui Tres Unum ſunt, non 
Unus, quomodo dictum eſt, Ego 
& Pater Unum ſumus. Ad Sub- 
ftantiz Unitatem, non ad nu- 
meri Singularitatem. Adv. Prax, 
c. 271. 


NovarlaA Ne 
Quod fi, cum nullius Hominis 
Hzc vox eſſe poſſet, Ego & Pa- 
ter unum ſumus, hanc vocem de 
Conſcientia Divinitatis Chriſtus 
Solus edicit merito Deus cft 


Chriſt « I 3o 
Si Homo tantummodo Chri- 
ſus, quid eſt quod dicit, Ego G- 
Pater wnum ſumus, Si non & 
Deus eſt, & Filius, qui idcirco 
vnum poteſt dici, dum ex Ipſo 


oft, & dum Filius ejus eſt. & 


| 


4 


q 


| | Againſt Sabellians, 
| 


TERTULLIAx. 

 Unum dicit Neutrali verbo. 
quod non pertinet ad Singularitz- 
tem ſed an unitatem, ad Conjun- 
ctionem, ad dilectionem Patris, 
qui Filium diligit, & ad obſequium 
Filii, qui Voluntati Patris obſequi- 
tur. Unum ſumus, Gicens, quos 
æquat & jungit. Adv, Prax, C.22- 


NovaTlan. 

Quia dixit num, intelligant 
Hzretici quia non dixerit #1 
Dnum enim neutraliter poſitum 
Societatis Concordiam, non Uni- 
tatem Perſonæ ſonat merito 
unum fit Pater & Filius per con- 
cardiam, & per amorem, & per 
dilectionem Novit hanc con- 
cordiæ Unitatem & Apoſtolus 
Paulus cum Perſonarum diſtin- 
ctione Qui plantat & qut 
rigat unum ſunt. Quis autem non 


dum ex ipſo naſcitur, & dum intelligat alterum eſſe Apollo, al 


ex ipſo proceſſiſſe reperitur, per 
quod & Deus eſt. c. 23. 


Or lou. 


, 5 \ of 
Atarier d cn rin, in in 


| 


terum Paulum, non eundem at» 


que ipſum Apollo pariter & Faw 
lum. c. 22. 
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Head; that you may perceive how They de. 
fended ſuch an Unity as we maintain, at the 
ſame Time that they ſtrenuouſſy oppoſed the 
Sabellians. I ſhall make particular Remarks 
upon the Authors, ſingly, as I pals along; and 
atterwards throw in ſome general Obſeryations, 


To begin with Tertullian. You will obſerve, 
that He interprets the Text expreſly of Unity 
of Subſtance, in one Citation: And He js to 
be ſo underſtood in the other, had you but 
thought how to conftrue *Unztatem, as you 
ſhould have done. I ſuppole, Unity of Love, 
"Conſent, and Power may very well follow, 
after ſo good a Foundation laid for it. Ter. 
t#1l:an elſewhere intimates the ſtrict and in- 
violable Harmony of the three Perſons, reloly- 
ing it into Unity of Subſtance *. | 

Novatian is your next Author: You may 
pleaſe ro obſerve, how abſurd He thinks it 
would have been for any meer Man to haye 
aid, I and my Father are one. And why ſo! 
Might not there be Unity of Will, Conſent, 
Authority, between God and Man? Undoubt- 
edly there might. Well then, Novatian did 
conceive the Text to ſpeak of Unity of Love, 
&. but quality of Nature preſuppoſed : For 
even Paul and Apollos were not of a different 
Nature; one was as truly Man, as the other: 


And fo, if Chriſt was truly God, as well as the 
Father, He might ſay, I and my Father tt 


Tam conſortibus Subſtantiæ Patris. Contr, Prax. c. 3. 
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ne. This is plainly Novatian's Senſe, in the 
Citations of the firfk Column; and it is very 
conſiſtent with the other, in rhe oppoſite Co- 
lumn. All That Unity of Conferr, Love, &c. 
is founded upon, and reſolves into Unity of 
Subſtance and Principle, according to this 
Writer. 

Origen comes next. I have ſet againſt Him 
a Paſſage of Dionyſius of Rome, who quotes 
the Text in Confirmation of what He had juſt 
before faid, that we ought not by any means 


to undervalue the ſuper- eminent Dignity of the 


Son, by ſuppoſing Him a Creature. As to 
Origen particularly, it is to be conſidered, that, 
if He had reſolved the Unity of Godhead, in 
that Paſſage, into Unity -of Conſent, mention- 
ing no other; yet no certain Argument could 
be drawn from thence, that He held no other; 
any more than from the Paſſages of Novatian 
and Tertullian before cited. Had They been 
left Angle, They had been liable to the fame 
Charge: and yet it ſeems meetly accidental that 
They were not. Authors do not always {peak 
their whole Thoughts upon a particular occa- 
ſion; but are content only to fay as much as 


the occaſion requires. Origen was guarding 
againſt the Sabelliun abuſe of the Text, and 


his Thoughts were turned to That chiefly. 
However, in That very place, He made ſo 
much Uſe of the Text, as from thence to infer, 
that Father and Son are one God, and one Ob- 
one who is 

acquainted 
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acquainted with Orzgen's Principles in That 
Book, muſt appear to denote the divine and 
uncreated Nature of the Son; and conſequent. 
ly a fubſtantial Unity betwixt Him and the 
Father: Beſides, that this is farther intimated, 
in the Paſſage cited, by the Words, amravyasu, 
Tis JZys, and yaeaxThIEAX Ths C ονe,ꝰ] , Which 


and are hardly pertinent but on ſome ſuch Sup. 
oſition. To confirm which, pleaſe to compare 

Origen with Alexander Biſhop of Alexandria 
his Comment on the ſame Text, and you'l find 
Them very nearly the ſame ; which is ſufficient 
to acquit Origen of any Suſpicion of Arianis. 
ing. in this Point, 

I come next to Hippolytus, who has but 
lately appear'd, and whom neither the Doctot 
nor You have took notice of. He argues, againſt 
the Sabe/lians, in the very ſame way with Ter. 
tullian, Novatian, and Origen ; But then, in 
the other Citation oppoſitely placed, He clear- 
ly reſolves the Unity of the Godhead into 
101 Unity of Subſtauce and Principle. But beſides 
= this, it deſerves your ſpecial Notice, That while 
4 He ſpeaks of Unity of Will, and Concord (ad- 
mitting a kind of Parallel between the Union 

of Chriſtians, and the Union of God and Chrilt) 

Hie clearly ſignifies how infinitely more perfect 

the latter is; reſolying it into this, that the 
Son is the »85 Fares, the Living and Subſtantial 
Mind, or Thought of the Father, This then 
is the Caſe: There is an Unity of Dope 
. | an 


ſeem to have been added to qualify the former; 
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tand Harmonious Love, founded upon Unity of 
1 W Subſtance: And the words, I and my Father 
be one, Expreſs both the Unity it felf, and 
the Foundation of it. Paul and Apollos were 
one in Heart and Will, in ſuch Meaſure and 
Degree as They were capable of: And ſo God 
and Chriſt are one likewiſe; but by an Union 
infinitely more perfect, and upon an infinitely 
higher Foundation. You need not be told, that 
z1}as often ſignifies not an exact Equality, 
but a general S imilitude The Remark is juſt; 
and, as it is at other times urged againſt us, ſo 
let me here claim the Benefit of it. 

have added to the Number, Two Poſf. Ni- 
cene Writers, Epiphanius and the elder Qyrii; 
which are enough to ſhow that the lame way 
of reaſoning againſt the Sabelltans (which pre- 
vailed before the Nzcene-Conncit) obtain'd like» 
wiſe afterwards. Some are apt to triumph ex- 
tremely, if They can but find any the leaſt 
Difference between the Aute-· Nicene and Poſt- 
Nicene Writers. If there be but a Text or Two 
differently interpreted, a ſolemn Remark is 
made upon it; and ſometimes a trifling Note of 
ſome obſcure Scholzaſt, or any Imaginary Dif- 
ference (having no Foundation but the Writers 
Ignorance, or Negligence in comparing) is im- 
proved into an Argument of Change of Do- 
trine; and Athanaſianiſm is made the Name 
for what has been conſtantly held in the Chri- 
/ian Church. If there be occaſion to ſpeak of 


the Things ſeemingly Derogatory to the — 
| 0 
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of the Son (his being Subordiuate; his refer. 
ring all Things to the Father, as Head, Root, 
Fountain, Cauſe; his executing the Father's 
Will, and the like) Or of a real Diſtinction 
between Father and Son (as their being Ws agy. 

ud due Res, or one of them, <ubus trig), 
ths is, perſonally diſtin&t from the other) 
then only Ante. Nicenue Fathers are quoted; as 
if the Poſt-Nicene did not teach the very ſame 
Doctrine: But if any thing. which ſeems to 
make more for the Honour of the Son, be men- 
tion d (as His being uncreated, eternal, one 
God with the Father, Creator of all Things, 
and the like) this is to be repreſented as the 
Doctrine of the Poſf- Nicene Fathers only; tho 
nothing is more evident than that They varied 
not a Tittle, in any material Point of Doctrine, 
from their Predeceſſors; but only preſerved, as 
became Them, with an upright Zeal, the true 
Faith of Chriſt, which was once delivered 10 
the Sazuts. 

To return. It is needleſs almoſt, to take no- 
tice of other Teſtimonies: Thoſe in the Mar- 
gin are ſufficient to ſhow the true and con- 
ſtant Senſe of the Chriſtian Church. The 
Doctor quotes Baſe) and Chry/oftom, as lay- 
ing Father and Son were One, xa rd Iau; And, 
leſt the Reader ſhould underſtand what thoſe 
Fathers meant by xa Jinan, He cuts Chry- 

ſoftom thort; whole words immediately follow- 
ing (ei de n 22 1 am. eSNAoy om 4%, 1 ana) 


ſhow 


;* Pag. 199. 
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how that He meant by 9diyaus, not the fame 
Authority, but the fame inherent, eſſential, 
mnipotent Power. | 
Athenagoras's Snap may be rightly inter- 
preted by Hippolytus before cited; or by Chry- 
/afom; or by Himſelf, in ſeveral Places where 
He is clear for the Con ſubſtantiality. Fuſtin 
Martyr's Sentiments have been explain'd a- 
boye; and the Council of Antioch's Expreſſion 
(rj ovupwric ) is vindicated by * Hilary; who 
Himſelf may be readily underſtood. by fuck as 
remember how the primitive Fathers held the 
Holy-Ghoſt to be, as it were, Vinculum Tri- 
nitatis, and ſometimes Amor Patris & Filii; 
25 the Son Himſelf is allo ſtiled Charitas ex 
Charitate, by f Origen. Theſe Things I can 
only hint to the intelligent Reader; having al- 
ready exceeded the Bounds of a Digreſſion. 


* Pap. 1190, 1171. 
t Pamph. Apol. p. 235. Ed. Bened. 
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Q vu ER XXIV. 


Whether Gal. 4. 8. may not be enough to d.. 
termine the diſpute betwixt Os; ſince it 
obliged the Doctor to confeſs that Chrif 

ist *by Nature truly God, as truly as Man is 
by Nature truly Man. 

He equivocates, indeed, there, as uſual. Vor, 

Hie will have it to ſignify, that Chriſt it 

God by Nature, only as having, by that 

Nature which He derives from the Fa. 

ther, true divine Power and Dominion: 

That is, He is truly God by Nature, at 

having a Nature diſtin from, and in. 

ferior to God's, wanting f the moſt eſſential 

Character of God, SelFexiſteuce. What it 

this but trifling with Words, and playing 

faſt and looſe? | 


N Anſwer hereto, you begin: Will the 
| _ mnſiſt upon it, that the Son cannot 

be God by Nature, unleſs He be Self-ex 
iſtent? And you proceed: I can aſſure Hin 
the learnedeſt, even of his own Friends, art 
aſhamed of this; and there are few ſo hard), 
as directly to affirm it. But, have a little Pa 
tience, and I'll endeavor to make you eaſ/ 
Where were your Thoughts? Where were your 
Eyes? Either I am ſtrangely miſtaken, or the 
Line, which offended you ſo grievouſly, was 
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{cored underneath ; and pag. 92. of the Doctor's 
Reply referr'd to, as you find now: And my 
charging the Doctor with playing faſt and 
hoſe, immediately afrer, might have been a 
ffficient Intimation of my meaning. Whether 
think the Son Se/fexz/fent or no, is not now 
the Queſtion. I took hold of the Doctor's Ex- 
preſſion, charg d Him with faf? and Joſe, that 
is, faying and unfaying, contradicting Himſelf. 
If Self-exiſtence be the moſt eſſential Character 
of God, it ſeems to me to follow, that the Son, 
who by the Doctor's Confeſſion wants that 
Charafter, cannot be truly and by Nature God, 
any more than any thing can be truly and by 
Nature Man, without the eſſential Character 
of Man. As to my own part; I never pretend 
that Se/f-exiſtence is an eſſential Character of 
God: You might have confider'd that we deny 
it abſolutely ; we ſuppoſe it merely negative, 
and call it a per/onal Character. Neceſſary- 
exiſtence is an eſſential Character. and belongs 
equally to Father and Son If That be what 
you mean by Se/f- exiſtence, then That alſo be- 
longs to Both. Explain your ſelf, and deal not ſo 
much in ambiguous Terms, which we have juſt 
Reaſon to complain of. The Doctor knows 
how Se/f-exiſtent, by Cuſtom, ſounds among 
common Readers; and that denying the Son 
to be Se/f-exiſtent, may be thought by many 
the ſame Thing with denying Him to be God. 
Had He pleaſed, in his Tranſlations of ayamms; 
nd elſe. where, to ſay oftner, unbegotten or un- 
0 bb: derived, 
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derived, inſtead of Self exiſteut, it would have 
been kind towards his Readers, and perhaps as 
kind to Himſelf: For it will be always thought 
as much beneath a grave Writer to take the 
poor Advantage of an equzvocal Word, as it is 
a diſparagement to any Cauſe to be ſerved by it. 
But to proceed. | 
You wanted, it ſeems, to bring in a parcel 
of Quotations, which you might as well haye 
referr'd to only, where They * lie, and may 
be ſeen to greater Advantage. Whatever They 
are, They contradict not me; nor are They at 
all pertinent to the Buſineſs of the Query. My 
defign was to ſhow, at once, the Doctor's In- 
conſiſtency with Scripture, and with Himſelf: 
Both which are intimated in the Query. It was 
your part to defend Him, as fairly as you could, 
The Doctor, I obſerved, was obliged from Gal, 
4.8. to confels that the Son is by Nature truly 


God. From thence I infer, that His Scheme 


cannot ſtand with that Text; being an exprels 
Contradiction to it. You inſiſt upon it not. 
withſtanding, that the Son may be by Nature 
truly God, agrecable to the Text, and con- 
ſiſtent with the Doctor's Principles. This then 
is the ſole Point between us, to be here dil 
cuſs'd. | 


You have, you ſay, proved, that in cri 


pture there are diſtercnt and ſubordinate Ac- 


ceptations of the word, God. True, you have 
proved that Men have been called God; and 


Script. Doctr. p. 306, &c. 
Idol. 
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Idols Gods; the Devil is allo a God, (2 Cor. 
4.4.) and the Be/ly a God. Bur, I think, St. 
Paul hath ſufficiently intimated, (1 Cor. 8. 5,6.) 
that the Son is not to be reckon'd among the 
Nominal Gods; beſides that you your Selves 
confeſs it. If He be God at all, He is a real 
one: And now I want to fee what Scripture 
Warrants, or permits us to profeſs Two real 
and true Gods. You ſay, the Son is God, 
truly, and properly, and by Nature, in the 
Scripture Senſe of the word, God. (p.110.) 
Then ſay I, He muſt be the ſame with rhe one 
ſupreme God, becauſe there is but One. If He 
is truly fo, He is the ſame with the only true 
Cod; if properly ſo, his Subſtance is properly 
divine; if % Nature ſo, He has the ſame Na- 
ture with the one God. Yet I very well know 
that you intend nothing like it: Only, from 
the concurring Language of Scripture and Anti- 
quity, you find it neceſſary to ſay as we ſay: 
And are afterwards to rack and ſtrain Invention, 
to find out ſome ſubtile and ſurprizing Meaning 
tor it, What may we not do with any Writings 
in the World at this Rate, ſo long as Words 
are capable of being preſs d and tortured into 
diverſe Meanings? But let us go on, to ſee how 
you account for the Son's being God by Na- 
ture, If divine Power and Dominion be 
derived and exercis'd partially, temporarily. 
or in certain Emergencies only, it makes the 
Perſons to be, and to be ſtiled Gods; not by 


Nature, but by Grace. Your Notion of Do- 
Bb 3 minion 
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minion making God to be God, has been ſuff. 
ciently expoſed in the former Parts. I need 
only ask here, what was God before the Crea. 
tures were made? Or did He then begin to be 
God, by Nature, when He created the Uni. 
verſe, and began to have Dominion over it! 
Bur to proceed: Give me leave to obſerve here 
that the Son is God, not by Nature, but by 
Grace, in Conſequence of your own Principles 
Being a Creature, and finite, He can exerciſe 
the divine Power and Dominion no otherwiſe 
than partially; and ſince He did not exerciſe 
the divine Power and Dominion to the utmoſt, 
before his Reſurrection, He exercis d it only in 
certain Emergencies; and ſince the Exerciſe 
began then, and is to end after the Day of 
Judgment, it is barely Temporary : And ſo, by 
your own Characters, you make Him God, 
by Grace, like Angels, Magiſtrates, and Pri. 
phets; Only his Dominion is larger, and for a 
Jonger period of Time: This is your God 4 
Nature. But you are very excuſable for not 
doing what is ridiculous, at firſt fight, even 
ſo much as to pretend to. For how ſhould the 
Son be God by Nature, upon your Principles 
when the Father Himſelf, whatever his Meta. 
phyſical Nature may be (which the * Doctor 
allows not to come into Conſideration) is Gon 
by Office only; might not have been God a 
all, if He had pleaſed to make no Creatures; 
and may ceaſe to be God, in the Seripturt. 


* Script, Doctr. p. 243. 296, Reply, p. zo1. 1 
* 1 er 4 &- 5 I Senſe 
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Senſe of the word, whenever He will; by let- 
ting all Things drop into their primitive No- 
thing. Now unleſs Nature and Office ſignify 
the lame, it is not caly ro conceive, upon the 
Doctor's Principles, how any Perſon can be 
Cod, by Nature, at all. You fay, if the di. 
vine Powers and Dominion be derived to, 
and exerciſed by a Nature, Perſon, or intelli- 
gent Subſtance, UNIVERSALLY (which is im- 
poſſible ro ſuppoſe in a finite Creature) Pxr- 
MANENTLY (which is contrary to your own 
Suppoſition of a Kingdom which is to have an 
end) UNALTERABLY, (tho' an Alteration is 
prelumed in reſpect of the Son, and might be 
ſuppoſed even in reſpect of the Father Himſelf) 
If theſe Things be ſo; that is, if Contradictions 
be true, what then? Then /#ch 4 Being, or 
Perſon, is God by Nature, &c. And this 
you give us as the true meaning of Gal. 4.8. 
But, I hope, we fhall have more reſpect for 
an inſpired Apoſtle than to Father any ſuch 
meaning upon Him. For the true Senſe and 
Import of it, I refer you ro the * Learned Gen- 
tleman, who has ſo well defended this Text 
againſt Dr. Clarke. You add, Had not the 
Scriptures this Senſe of the word, God, They 
could not be intelligible or reconcilable (p.ai3.) 
But are you well aſſured that you underſtand 
whatever is intelligible or reconcilable ? The 
Metaphyſical Definition, you lay, cannot be 
the only Scripture-Senſe of the Term, God. 


* True Script. Doctr. continued, 5. 73. Ge. 
| B b 4 | You 
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You allow then that it may be the Principal 
tho not the only Scripture-Senſe ; which I am 
glad to hear from you. The Learned Doctor 
will not admit the Metaphyſical Senſe to be 
ever the Scripture-Senſe of the Term, God 
The Metaphyſical Senſe, He expreſly ſays, is 
never intended; but the conſtant uſage if 
Scripture is different. The Word, God, in 
Scripture, is ALwavs a relative Word if 
Office : Which tho' the Doctor has no Proof 
of, or Ground for, yet He knew why He faid 
it; and had very good prudential Reaſons for 
it. For, if the Metaphyſical Senſe be ever in- 
tended, when the word, God, is ſpoken of the 

Father, no good Reaſon can be aſſign'd why it 
| ſhould not be ſo always, when ſpoken of the 
fame Perſon: And if this be the current and 
moſt uſual Senſe of the word, God, in Scripture, 
we ſhall have a fair handle to prove that it was 
intended in the fame Senſe, when ſpoken, in 
ſuch and ſuch Circumſtances, of the Son: Or, 
at leaſt, the Doctor will have little or no Pre- 
rence left, upon his Principles, for ſaying that 
the Son is 7raly, and properly, God. You ob- 
ſerve, that the Metaphyſical Definition of one 
Self-exiftent, underived, independent, ſupreme 
Being would exc/ude the Son, who is derived. 
This is the Sum of your. Argument, and clearer 
than you have pur it. But I muſt obſerve to 
ou, that this Definition, or ſomething like it, 
bath long paſſed current with Men who be- 
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lieved a Trinity of divine Perſons, and were 
never apprehenſive of any ſuch Conſequence as 


you would draw from it. Ir is properly a De- 
fnition of the To 9«or, the divine Nature, ab- 


ſracting from the Conſideration of the 4di/tin- 


dtion of Perſons, which is the uſual method that 
the Schootmen, and others have taken; and there 
the Words /elf- exiſtent, underi ved, independent, 
are not conſidered as per/onal Characters, but 
eſential., Neceſſarily-exiſting, uncreated, im- 
mutable, all-ſufficient, are what They mean, in 
that Definition : Otherwile it is a Definition of 
the Perſon of the Father only, ſingly conſider'd. 
But if inſtead of Metaphyſichs (which muſt al- 
ways be content to ſtand corrected by Goſpel 
Revelation) we chuſe to take our Definition of 
God from Scripture: Then that of * Me- 
laucton, which I have put into the Margin, 


will be more full and complear. 


* Deus eſt Eſſentia Spiritualis, intelligens, verax, bona, pura, 


juſta, miſericors, liberrima, immenſz potentiz, & ſapientiæ, Pater 


zternus qui Filium Imaginem ſuam ab æterno genuit, & Filius 
Imago Patris Co-zterna, & Spiritus Sanctus procedens a Patre & 
filo. Melanct. Loc. Theolog. de Deo. 
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Quzry XXV. 


Whether it be not clear from all the genuine 
Remains of Antiquity, that the Catholuk 
Church, before the Council of Nice, and 
even from the Beginning, did believe the 
Eternity and Conſubſtantiality of the Son; 
F eather the oldeſt Creeds, as interpreted 
by thoſe that recite Them; or the Tefli- 
monies of the earlieſt Writers, or the pub. 
lick Cenſures paſi'd upon Hereticks, or 
particular Paſſages of the Antienteſt Fa. 
thers, can amount to a proof of a Thing of 
this Nature? | 


VOD tell me, in Anſwer, that it is nt 
KL clear that the Ante-Nicene Church pro. 
eſs'd the Notion of InvivipuaL Conſubſtan- 


tiality: That the Objector cannot produce one 


ſingle Paſſage in all Catholick Ante-Nicene 
Antiquity, which proves an INDIvIDuaAL or 
Numerical Conſubſtantiality, in the three 
divine Perſons. This Anſwer is ſcarce be- 
coming the Gravity of a Man, or the Sincerity 
of a Chriſtian, in ſo ſerious and weighty an Ar- 
gument. Did I ſpeak of Individual Conſub- 
ſtantiality ; or, if I had, could I mean it in your 
Senſe? I ask, whether the Fathers believed 
the Three Perſons to be one Subſtance ; and do 
affirm that They did, #nzver ſally. You An- 
ſwer, that They did not aſſert the Three 0 
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ſons to be one Per/on; which is the conſtant 
Senſe you make of Individual. And here, you 
would make a ſhow as if the Objefor had 
been miſtaken, and as if you contradicted Him; 
when all reſolves into a trifling Equivocation, 
and you really contradict Him not at all. 
That preſent Scholaſtick Notion, as you call 
it, of three Perfons being one Per/on, Hy- 
foſtaſis, or Suppoſitum, is no where preſent, 
that I know of, amongſt any that own a Tri- 
nity ; neither is it the Scho/aſtick Notion ; as 
any Man may ſec, that will but look into 
the Schookmen, and read with any Judgment. 
Individual has been own'd, but never in your 
Senſe; and Numerical too, but in a Senſe very 


different from what you pretend to oppoſe it 


in: And therefore, to be plain with you; this 
way of proceeding, in an important Contro- 


verly, is neither fair towards your Adverſaries, 


nor ſiucere towards the Readers; but, at beſt, 
is only ſolemn Trifling. You know, or you 
know little in this Controverſy, that all the 
Fathers almoſt ro a Man, either expreſly or 


implicitely, aſſerted the Con ſubſtantiality of 


the Son with the Father. Call it Individual, 
or call it Specifick ; that is not now the Que- 
ſtion. They unanimouſly maintain'd that the 
Son was not of any created. or mutable Sub- 
ſtance, but ſtrictly Divine; and ſo cloſely 
and nearly allied to the Father's Perſon (in 
a myſterious way above Comprehenſion) that 
the Subſtance of the Son might be juſtly * 

the 
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the Father's Subſtance, Both being One. And 
this is all that ever any ſober Catholick meant 
by Individual, or Numerical; as ] have often 
obſerved. . 

Is not this ſufficient to urge againſt Dr. 
Clarke and You, who make the Son of an ix. 
ferior Subſtance, differing entirely in ind from 
the Father's; in ſhort, a Creature, tho' you 
care not to ſpeak it in broad Terms? This is 
what you have not ſo much as one Catho- 
tick Poſt-Nicene, or Ante-Nicene Writer to 
countenance you plainly in. The main of your 
Doctrine, the very Points wherein your Scheme 
is contain'd, and on which it turns, and which 
diſtinguiſh you from the preſent Orthodox, 
ſtand condemn'd by all Antiquity. Do you 
imagine, all This is to be turn'd off, only by 
equivocating upon the word, Numerical; or 
by throwing out the Term Scholaſtich, to make 
weak Perſons believe, that we have borrowed 
our Doctrine from the School men only? No: 
We know, and you may know, if you pleaſe 
to examine, that, as to the main of our Doctrine 
of the Bleffed Trinity, we have the Univerſal 
Church, as high as: any Records reach, con- 
curring with us. To Them we appeal, as 
well as to the Scriptures; thar, together with 
Scripture, we may be the more ſecure that we 
follow the true Interpretation. I need not go 
on to prove that the primitive Writers aſſerted 
the Conſubſtantiality, becauſe you have not 


denied it in the Senſe J intended; and indeed 
could 
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could not. Your flipping a Word upon us, 
and ſliding oft to another Point, may be taken 
for a Confeſſion and Acknowledgement, that 
the Query was juſt; and ſhould have been an- 
ſwer d in the Affirmative, could your Cauſe 
have ſubſiſted, after fo large and frank a Confeſ- 
fon. As e Creeds, you ſay, none of the Three 
firſt Centuries expreſs the Yueriſt's Notion 3 


meaning your own Notion of Iudividual, which 


is not the Queriſt's. What follows (p. 118.) is 


ſill purſuing the fame miſtake. Since you have 
told us, that there is no proof of Individual 
Conſubſtantiality (that is, of perſonal Identity, 
as you underſtand it, and in which Senſe no 
Body oppoſes you) ir would have been fair and 
ingenuous to have own'd that the Fathers did 
unanimouſly hold a Con/ubſtantiality, in ſome 
Senſe or other. If not Numerical, or Indivis 
dual, in the ſtricteſt Senſe, was it, think you; 
Specifick? Yer, if ſo, it will follow that all 
the Fathers were directly oppoſite to the Doctor 
and you; and condemn'd your Notion of the 
Son's being Inferior in Kind, Nature, Sub- 
ſtance, &c. Specific Unity implies Equality 
of Nature; as two Men, ſpecifically one with 
each other, are in Nature equal; and fo, any 
other two Things of the fame ſort and lind 
This Notion, if it were all that the Fathers 
held, You might charge with Tritheiſin: And, 
ar the ſame Time, you muſt give Them all up, 
as no way favourable to your Hyporheſts, But 
the Fathers conſtantly took care to ſignify 

| that 
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that they did not mean that the Per /ons were 
ſpeciſcally one, like three Human Perſons hav- 
ing a ſeparate Exiſtence independent of each 
other: Nor would They allow Three Suns, 

„ which would be /pecrfically one, to be a pro- 
per or ſuitable Illuſtration ; but the Rays of the 
fame Sun, the Streams of the ſame Fountain, 
and the like; all to intimate a much cloſer Tie, 
a more ſubſtantial Union than Specifick a- 
mounts to, The Perſons, the Hypoſtaſes, were 
Three; and yet ana Subſtantia, as Tertullian 
expreſſes it, in all. 

You would perſwade us ( finding I ſup. 
poſe that either /peczfick of individual Con- 
ſubſtantiality would be equally againſt you) 1 
fay, you would perſwade us, that it was ſome 
Oratorical and Figurative Conſubſtantiality, 
which the Fathers meant. This I apprehend 
from what you drop in Page 121, where you 
expreſly apply this new Solution to the diffi- 
culty ariſing from 'Owogo:@+ in the Nicene- 
Creed. I will not ſuffer the Engliſh Reader 
to go away with this groundlels Notion, inſtead 
of a juſt Anſwer. Such as know any thing of 

- Antiquity, do not want to have ſuch Pretences 
confuted: Such as do not, may pleaſe to take 
along with Them theſe following Conſidera- 
tions. | 

1. The Doctrine of the Con ſubſtantiality ap- 
pears to have been a conſtant ſettled Thing; a 
ſort of ruled Caſe, running thro' all in general. 
Strange, that They ſhould all Rhetoricate in a 
| ! | Mat- 
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Matter of Faith, of fo great Weight and Impor- 
tance; and that we ſhould not meet with ſo 
much as one grave ſober Writer, to ſtrip the 
Matter of all Flouriſh and Varniſh, and to tell 
us the naked Truth. | 
2. It is to be obſerved that the Notion does 
not occur only in popular Harangues, but in 
dry Debates, chiefly in Controverſy with He- 
reticks; where it concern'd the Catholicks to 
ſpeak accurately and properly, and to deliver 
their Sentiments very diſtinctly. | 
3. This is farther confirm'd from the Ob- 
jections made by Hereticks to the Catholick 
Doctrine; There were Two ſtanding Objections 
made by Heretichs to the Catholic Doctrine: 
One was, that it inferr'd a Diviſon of the Fa- 
ther's Subſtance: The other that it was Tri- 
theiſm. We find footſteps of the former, as 
early as 2 Fuſtin Martyr, We meet with it 
in b Tertullian, as urged by Praxeas. Tatian 
and d Theophilus Both allude to it. © Sabellins 
was full of it; and it was afterwards, one of 
the chiefeſt Pretences of Arius; as may ap- 
pear from his own Letters, beſides many f other 
Evidences. Now. what colour or pretence 
could there have been for the Objection, had 
not the Catholicks profels'd a proper Commu- 
nication of the ſame Subſtance? Need we be 
nn 
d Theoph. 1. 2. p. 129. 


© Alexand. apud Theod. E. H. I 1. c. 4. p. 17. Athanal. p. 942. 
f See Bull D. F. N. p. 33. | | 
told 
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told that Angels and Archangels, or any created 
Beings were derived from God without any 
 Abſciſſion from, or Diviſion of, his Subſtance! 
Or could it ever enter into any Man's Head to 
make ſo weak an Objection to the Carholich 
Doctrine, unleſs a proper Conſubſtantiality had 
been taught by Them? Yer this was the prin- 
cipal, the ſtanding. pretence for, and ſupport 
of Herely for near 200 Years together, 

The other was Tritheiſin; objected all along 
by the Sabe/lians, and afterwards (tho' more 
ſparingly) by the Ariaus. What kind of Tri. 
thei ſin the Sabellians meant (Tritheiſm in the 
higheſt and ſtricteſt Senſe) appears, not only 
from the former Objection about the dien 
of the Father's Subſtance, but alſo, from the 
way they took to ſolve the difficulty: Namely, 
by making Father, Son, and Holy-Ghoſt one 
and the fame Hypoſtaſis, as well as one Hub. 
ſtance; and their thinking it not beneath the 
Father Himſelf ro have ſubmitted ro Paſſion. 
This makes it extremely probable that the 
Church, at that Time, believ'd the three Perſons 
to be Con ſubſtantial in a proper, not Figura- 
tive, Senſe; in Conſequence whereof, it was 

rerended that there would be three Gods; in 
like manner as three Human Perſons of the fame 
ſpeciſic Nature, are three Men. 

4. What puts this farther beyond all reaſon- 
able doubt, is the method which the Cat ho- 
licks took to anſwer the Two fore- mention d 
Objections. As to That about * 1 
| | 1100. 
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Subſtance ; They never tell the Hereticks, that 
there was no manner of Ground or Colour fot 
the Objection: They never ſay that the ſame 
ifficulry would lie againſt God's creating An- 
gels, or Archangels, or any other Creature; 
15 They might, and ſhould have done, had 
They been of Dr. Clarke's Principles, or of 
Your's. No: They only deny any Diviſion 
or Diminution of the Father's Subſtance, and 
illuſtrate, as well as They are able, fo ſublime 
a myſtery, by one Light kindling, as it were, 
fom Another; by the Sun and it's Rays; by 
Fountain and Streams; Stock and Branch: 
All Inſtances of the ſame /peczfick Nature, and 
+anſwering in ſome Circumſtances, tho defeftive 
in others. One would not deſire a fuller and 
carer Teſtimony, that thoſe, or the like Simi- 
tudes were intended to ſignify the fame with 
proper Conſubſtantiality, than we meet with 
in Dionyſius of Alexandria f. | | 
Then, for their Anſwers to the charge of 
Tritheiſm, as underſtood by the Sabellians, 
how ealy would ir have been for Them to 
have told the Objectors, that They did not 
take the word God in the ſtrict Senſe; that 
Moſes and other mortal Men had been called 
(rods; thar They believed the Son to be no 
* Juſt. M. Dial. p. 183. 373. Tat. p. 21, 22. Athenag: pc 40.96: 
Origen, Pamph. Apol. Tertull. Apol. c. 21. adv. Prax- c. 8. 
Theognoſt, apud Athanaſ. Vol. 1. p- 230. Hippolyt. Contr. Noet. 
11, p. 13. Dionyſ. Alexand. Reſp. ad Quæſt. 5. 
7 See Bull. D. F. p. 120» „ 
+ Apud Athanaſ. de Sentent. Dionyſ. Tom. t. p. 255, 256. 
Sv more 
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more than a Creature, tho' the moſt perfect of 
all Creatures; and that the dabelliaus did Them 
a very great and manifeſt Injury, to imagine 
otherwiſe of Them. This would, this muſt 
have been their Anſwer to the charge of Tri. 
theiſin as underſtood by the Objectors; had 
They not otherwiſe learned Chriſt, Inſtead 
of this, They appcar to be very ſenſible of 
the juſt Weight and Importance of the Obje. 
ction. They mult ſecure the Divinity of the 
Son, and yet preſerve the Unity too. They 
have recourſe to Uxity of Subſtance (even a. 
gainſt Thoſe who made ou, Subſtance to ſignify 
one Hypoſtaſis) as Tertullian frequently does, 
in his diſpute with Praxeas: And notwith- 
ſtanding that the Sabe//ians had, if J may ſo 
peas carried the Son's Divinity too high, in 
omuch as to make Him the very fame Hypo. 
ſtaſis with the Father; yet the utmoſt that the 
Catholicks could be brought to ſay, in Degra- 
dation of Him, was only this; that He was 
ſuboranate as a Son; equal in every reſped, 
but, as a don can be equal to a Father; inferior 
in point of Original (the Father being Head 
and Fountain of all) but ſtill of the ſame Na- 
ture, Power, Subſtance, and Perfections; ſub- 


ſiſting in, and from the Father, inſeparably and 
_ conſtantly, always and every where; and there 


fore ue God with Him. And if any Perſon, 
tho' in the warmth of Diſpute, did but happen 
to drop any doubtful Expreſſions, tending any 


way to leſſen the Dignity of the Son, or - 
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but ſuſpected to do ſo; the Alarm was ſoon 
taken, and it awaken'd the Jealouſy of the Ca- 
tholicks; who could not bear any Appearance 
of it. This was remarkably ſeen, in the fa- 
mous Caſe of Diouyſius, Biſhop of Alexandria; 
Sixty Years before the rile of Arius, and is re- 
corded by Athanaſius in his Works. 28 
5. To this we may add, that while the $s- 
bellian Controverſy was on Foot (which was 
at leaſt 100 Years, and could never have laſted 
ſo long, had the Carholicks been of any other 
Principles, than Thoſe which I here maintain) 
I ſay, while this was on Foot, how eaſy would 
it have been for the Carholicks to have pitch'd 
Them cloſe, and to have preſs'd Them with 
variety of Arguments, more than They did, 
had They been of your Principles, or of Dr: 
Clarke's? The Father is eternal, but the Son 
not ſo; the Father is 0-mnz/&:zent, but the Son 
Ignorant of the Day of Judgment; the Father 
is omnipoteut, but the Powers of the Son finite 
and limited; in a word, the Father is Creator, but 
the Son a Creature; and therefore They cannot 
be One and the fame Hypoſtaſis, or Suppoſitum: 
This Argument had been irrefragable, and could 
not have failed of being urged and preſs'd Home, 
by Men of ſuch acute Parts, as Tertullian, 
Origen, Hippolytus, and Others, had it been 
conſiſtent with Catholic Principles; or had 
They not believed, that the Son was Confub- 
tant ial, in the proper Senſe; enjoying all the 
eſſential Perfections of the Father, in common 
with Him. Cc 2 2. It 
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6. It would be endleſs almoſt to proceed in 
this Argument: The reſt I ſhall throw into 2 
narrow Compaſs, and only give Hints for your 
leiſure Thoughts to inquire into. The ſtrict 
Senſe which the Antients had of the word God, 
as ſignifying Subſtance, and applying it to the 
Son, in the ſame Senſe ; their admitting but one 
Subſtance to be ſtrictly Divine, and their utter 
Abhorrence of any inferior Deities ; their ap- 
propriating Worſhip to the one true God, and 
worſhiping the Son notwithſtanding ; their un- 
animous Belief of the Son's being eternal, un- 
created, omnipotent, and of his being Creator, 
Preſerver, and Suſtainer of the Univerſe: Any 
one of theſe, ſingly almoſt, would be ſufficient 
for the proof of a proper Con/ubſtantiality, as 
aſſerted by the Ante-Nicene Catholick Writers: 
But all together, and taken with the other Par- 
ticulars before mention'd, They make ſo full, 
ſo clear, ſo ample a Demonſtration of a Matter 
of Fact, that a Man muſt be of a very peculiar 
Conſtitution, who, after having well conſidered 
the Evidences, can make the leaſt doubt or 
ſcruple of it. And this I hope may be ſuffi 
cient in anſwer to your Pretence of an Orato- 
rical or Figurative Conſubſtantiality; a Pre. 
tence, which you lay down with an unuſual 
Diffidence; and without ſo much as one Rea- 
ſon, or Authority, to ſupport it. = 
It being evident, from what hath bcen faid, 
that it was a proper, not figurative, Conlub- 
ſtantiality, which the Ante-Nicene Fathers in- 
violably 
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violably maintain d; This is all I am concern d 
for. As to the Queſtion, whether it ſhall be call- 
ed Specifick, or Numerical, I am in no pain a- 


bout it. Neither of the Names exactly ſuits it; 


nor perhaps any other we can think on. It is 


ſuch a Con ſubſtantiality as preſerves the Unity, 


without deſtroying the dz/{inf Perſonality ; 
ſuch as neither Sabellians nor Arians would 
come into, but the Carholicks maintain'd, with 
equal Vigour, againſt Both. It is a Medium to 
preſerve the Priority of the Father, and withal 
the Divinity, the eſſential Divinity, of Son 
and Holy-Ghoſt: In a word; it is the ſober, 


middle way, between the Extravagancies of Both 


Extremes, 


Qu ER XXVI. 


Whether the Doctor did not equi vocate a 


prevaricate ſtrangely, in ſaying, * The 
Generality of Writers before the Council of 
Nice, were, in the whole, clearly on his 
Side: When it is manifeſt, They were, in 
the general, no farther on his Side, that 
the allowing a Subordination amounts to; 
10 farther than our own Church is on bis 
Side, while in the main points of diffe- 
rence, The Eternity and CONSUBSTAN- 
TIALITY, They are clearly againſt Him? 
That is, Thy were on his Side, ſo far as 


| 9 4. to Dx. Wells, pag 28. 
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we acknowledge Him to be right, but w 
farther. 7 


IN Defence of the Doctor, you appeal to his 
very numerous, and, as you ſay, plain Quo- 


tations from the antient Authors. And this, 


you promiſe before- hand, will be made further 
evident to all Jearned and unprejudic'd Per. 
ſons, as ſoon as Dr. Whitby's Obſervations on 
Biſhop Bull's Defenſ. Fid. Nic. appear in the 


World. As to the Doctor's pretended plain 


Quotations, from rhe antient Authors, They 
have not plainly, nor ar all determin'd againſt 
the Co-eternity and Conſubſtantiality of the 
Son, the Points in Queſtion; and there- 
fore can do the Doctor no Service: But, on 
the contrary, the Ante- Nicene Writers, in 
general, have determin'd plaiuly againſt Him, 
as to the main of his Doctrine, wherein He 
differs from us. In aſſerting which, I ſay no 


more than the great Athanaſius told the 
Ariaus long ago, and it is Fact, that all the 


Writers before Them. of any Repute or Judg- 
ment, were directly againſt Them. We give 
you Demonſtration, ſays He, that our Do- 
+ Erine has been handed down to us from Fa- 
«+ thers to Fathers. But You, Ye Revivers of 


Judaiſin and Diſciples of Cazphas, what 


Writers can you bring to Father your Tenets? 
Not a Man can you name, of any repute for 


_ + Senſe or Judgment. All to a Man are againſt 


# Athanaſ. de Decret. Syn. Nic. p. 233- | 
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you, Sc. To the ſame purpoſe ſpeaks St. Au- 
tin. in a ſtudied Diſcourſe, which may be ſup- 
poſed to contain his cooleſt and moſt ſerious 
Thoughts. All the Catholick Interpreters 
of the Old or New Teſtament, that 1 could 
« read, who have wrote before me on the 
« Trinity, which is God, intended to teach, 
« conformable to Scripture, that Father, Son, 
and Holy - Ghoſt do, by the inſeparable 
Equality of one and the fame Subſtance, 
* make up the Unity divine. Here you 
may obſerve the Summ of the f Catholick 
Doctrine. The fame Homogeneous Subſtance ; 
and In ſeparability. The firſt makes each Hy- 
poſtaſis, res divina; the laſt makes all to be 
una Subſtantia, una Summa res, one undi- 
vided, or individual, or numerical Subſtance 
one God. This is the Antient Carholick Do- 
ctrine; and, I think, of the Schools too; tho 
the School-men have perplex'd it with innumer- 
able Subtilties. Hilary expreſſes it briefly thus. 


* Omnes, quos legere potui, qui ante me Scripſerunt de Trini- 
tate, quz eſt Deus, divinorum librorum Veterum & Novorum Ca- 
tolici Tractatores hoc intenderunt ſecundum Scripturas docere, 
quod Pater, & Filius, & Spiritus Sanctus. Unius ejuſdemque Sub- 
fantie inſeparabili zqualitate divinam infinuent Unitatem, Aug. 
I l. 1. e. 4. . 773. | 

+ 1 Hall add another Paſſage of St. Auſtin, to explain his Senſe 
more clearly. | | * 

Trinitas proper Trinitatem Perſonarum, & Unus Deus propter 
iuſeparabiſem Divinitatem, ſicut Unus Omnipotens propter inſepara- 
bilem Omnipotentiam. Ita ut etiam cum de ſingulis quæritur. 
unuſquiſque eorum & Deus Omnipotens eſſe reſpondeatur; cum vero 
de omnibus ſimul, non Tres Dii, vel Tres Omnipotentes, ſed unus 
Deus Omnipotens: Tanta ineſt in Tribus inſcparabilis Unitas, que 
ie ſe Voluit prædicari. Auguſt. de Civit. Dei l. 11. c. 24. 
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Naturæ indiſſimilis atque inſeparabilis Unitas. 
This, I fay, is the Doctrine; Confute it, if you 
pleaſe, or if you can: In the mean while how- 
ever, let us honeſtly own the Fact. But to 
proceed. TT, 

There were many Writings extant in the 
Times of Athanaſius and Auſtzn, which have 
not come down to us; and therefore their 
Teſtimonies, in the Caſe, are of the greater force, 
I might mention other Catholicks, about that 


time, who appealed to Antiquity, with all the 


Aſſurance and Freedom Imaginable. But the 
moſt remarkable Inſtance to our purpoſe is, that 
when in the Time of Theodoſeus, the Arians 


were preſs'd by the Catholicks in diſpute, and 


fairly challeng'd to refer the matter in Contro- 
verſy to the concurring Judgment of the Wri- 
ters before Them, and to put it upon that Iſſue; 
the Ariaus declined it, and durſt not abide the 
Trial. See the Story, at large, in“ Socrates 
and f Sozomen. So dull were the Catholicks 


at that Time, nay, ſo unthinking were the 
. Arians too, that They could not perceive, what 


is now ſo clear to the Doctor; that the gene- 
rality of Writers, before the Council of Nice, 
were on the Arian (ide: But one Party was 
confident, and the other fuſpected, at leaſt, that 
the contrary was true. 


But I need not take this indirect way of 


confuring the Doctor's Aſſertion; tho! it affords 
us a very ſtrong Preſumption, and is of much 
2 Lib. 5, c. 10. + Lib, 7. c. 12. = 
„„ PE | greater 
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greater Weight and Authority than the ſingle 
Judgment of any of the Moderns: Many of 
the Ante-Nicene Writings, by the good Pro- 
vidence of God, are yet extant, and can ſpeak 
for Themſelves ; Beſides that the incomparable 
Biſhop Bull has unanſwerably defended Them, 
and vindicated Them from all ſuch Exceptions 
as appeared to have any Shadow of Truth or 
Probability in Them. To ſhow you how lit- 
tle Reaſon the Doctor, or your Self, hath to 
boaſt of the Aute- Nicene Writers, as favourable 
to you Cauſe, I ſhall here ſer down ſeveral 
Poſitions in which the Doctor and You run 
manifeſtly counter to the whole Stream of 
Antiquity. | [it 

1. That the Son is nat Conſubſtantial with 
God the Father. You are directly oppoſite to 
all Antiquity in This your leading Poſition, on 
which the Reſt hang, and on which the Con- 
troverſy turns. This is very clear from the 
Teſtimonies collected by Biſhop Bull, and from 
what additional Obſervations I have made un- 
der the laſt Query. 

2. That the Son is not Co-eternal with the 
Father. Conſubſtantiality implies Co-eternzty : 
Beſides that the afore-mention'd learned Prelate. 
has given us numerous direct Teſtimonies for 
it from the Aute- Niceue Fathers, above Twenty 
of Them; not one of any Note plainly contra- 
ding Them. Theſe two main Points being 
determin'd againſt you, the reſt are of leſs mo- 
ment. Yet I cannot find that the Antzents 

Mo er agreed 
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agreed with you in your other inferior Poſiti- 
ons, which you bring in as under-props to 
your Scheme. 


3. That, God, is a relative Word, vs and 
Yeorys ſignifying not Subſtance but Dominion, 
and Authority, This is directly “ contrary to 
all Catholick Antiquity, a very few Inſtances 
excepted. 3 1 

4. That God the Father only was God of 
Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob. This Poſition ! 
have ſhown to be contrary to the Sentiments 
of the Aute-Nicene Writers. 

5. That the Titles of one, only, &c. are ex- 
etufrve of the Son. This alſo I have ſhown, 
in theſe Papers, to be directly contrary to the 
Judgment of the Antients. 
6. That the Son had not diſtin? worſhip 

paid Him till after his Reſurrection. This, 
in the Senſe wherein you underſtand it, is not 
true; nor agreeable to the Sentiments of the 
Anticnt Church. | 


See Fiddes, Vol. 1. p. 375. Cc. and what I have obſer d above, 

8 85. Nothing more common than dens for divine Nature (as &. 

ennů rns alſo for the Human) in Eccleſraſtical Writers, I hall point 
ta à few Inflances only out of many. | 

Melito apud Cav. Hift. Lit. Vol. 2. p. 33 Grabe Spicileg. 


Vol. 2. p. 245. Hippolyt. Vol. 1. p. 226. Vol. 2. p. 24. Origen 


Contr. Cell. p. 342. 404+ Cyrill. Hieroſol. Catech. 11. p. 142. 
Cyril. Alex. Theſaur. p. 23 2. Dial. 1. de Frin. p. 404. Damaſe. 
de Orth. Fid. J. 3. c. 11. a 

N. B. There is, in ſtrictneſi, ſome difference between d Nu, and 
$4971; (tho They are often uſed for each other) ſuch nearly, as be. 
{weeg Concrete, and Abſtract; but flill Niòms refers to Nature and 
Subſtance (as Oise alſo generally does) not Dominion. Abſtract 
Names of Subſftauces ars not very common indeed, (See Lock H. V. 


L 3 c. 80 but hers there was & neceſſity for it. 
7. That 


- 


© 
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7. That Father and Son (or any two Per. 
ſons) ought not to be called one God. I have 
referr'd ro the Aute- Nicene Writers, who ſo calls 
ed Them, more than once. Some of the Teſti. 
monies may be ſeen at large in Dr. Fiddes. 

8. That theTitle of God, in Scripture, in an 
ſolute Conſtructiou, always ſignifies the Fa- 
ther. Directly contrary to the Stream of Anti- 
quity; as may appear, beſides other Arguments, 
from their Application of Scripture Texts, of 
the Old Teftament, in which God is ſpoken of 
abſolutely, to the Son. 

9. That an Inferior God may be admitted 
beſides the Supreme, and Worſhip paid to 
Both. Nothing can ſtrike more at the very 
Fundamentals of Religion than this Poſition, in 
the Judgment of the Antients in general. 
10. That the Son 1s not efficient Cauſe of 
the Onrver/e, and of all created Beings. This. 
take to be contrary to all the Antients, See 
the Teſtimonies above “. | mr” 

11. That the Son Himſelf is made or created. 
This neither You nor the Doctor admit 2 
Terms; but in reality, and in other wordt, 
you Both do; as hath been ſhown. This Po- 
ſition is flatly contrary to the Doctrine of the 
Antients. The Teſtimonies have been referr'd 
to above. There are other Particulars, which. 
I may ar preſent forget, or which may leſs de- 
ſerve notice. Theſe are enough to thow that 
the Doctor's Pretences to the Ante- Nicene Fa- 
chers, are groundleſs. RE 

$ Qu. 11. What 
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What then has the Doctor to plead for Him- 
ſelf, and for his ſo great Aſſurance in this Par. 
ticular? Firſt, That the Ante-Nzcene (as did 
alſo the Poſ?-Nzcene) Fathers allowed a Subor. 
dinat ion; which is very true, but not at all 
ertinent; nor can any Conſequence be cer. 
tainly drawn from it, in favour of the Doctor's 
Hypotheſis; which He himſelf ſeems to be 
aware of, as I have remark'd above *. Another 
Thing is, that the Aute-Niceue Writers, ſome 
of Them, ſpoke of a Temporal Generation by 
the Will of the Father, which I have account- 
ed for in my former Pages. And a third Thing 
is, that the generaliry of the Autients, when 
They ſpeak of God abſolutely, ordinarily mean 
the Father, and They diſtinguiſh His Perſon 
by ſome eminent Titles, and peculiar Appella- 
tions: which may be eaſily accounted for. 
Can theſe Three Conſiderations, or if there 
be more fuch, be ground ſufficient for the Do- 
ctor to ſay, that the generality of the Ante- 
Nicene Writers are clearly on his fide, when 
They expreſly contradict Him in ſo many Par- 
ticulars as I have mention'd ; ſeveral of Them 
eſſentials of His Hypotheſis? The moſt that 
in Truth can, or in Juſtice ought to be ſaid, is, 
that, in ſome Particulars, They ſeem to favour 
Him; but could not really mean it; unleſs 
They notoriouſly contradicted Themſelves. 
The very utmoſt which the moſt ſanguine Man 
of your fide ſhould hope for, is, that the Fa- 
chers may be found Contradictory to one ano- 
Pag. 300. i: | | ther. 
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ther, or to Themſelves, in order to null their 
Evidence. If They are conſiſtent, They are 
our's certainly. And this Difference there is 
plainly between us, and you: Thar, as to your 
Principles, the Fathers are expreſs, clear, and- 
full againſt Them ; no poſſibility of reconciling 
Them together: As ro our's, They are no 
where directly and expreſly againſt us; If They 
are at all againſt us, it is only indirectiy, and 
muſt be made out by Inference, Deduction, 
and remote Conſequences, neither clear, nor 
certain. They may be reconciled to our Prin- 
ciples, to Themſelves, and to one Another : 
But, as to any conſiſtent Agreement with your's, 
it is utterly impracticable. 

Now, ſuppoſing the Doctor ever ſo ſtrongly 
to believe that the Ante-Nicene Writers, in 
general, held Principles which neceſſarily in- 
fer and imply his Concluſion; yet we inſiſt 
upon it, that They ought not to be judged 
of from any obſcure Conſequences which the 
Doctor draws for Them, againſt what They 
drew for Themſelves. If we once take the Li- 
berty of denominating, ſorting, or ranking of 
Men with any fide, not according to what them- 
klyes profeſoꝰ d. bur according to what ſome ima- 
gine, in Reaſon and good Conſequence, They 
ought to have profeſs d, we may call Proteſtants, 
Papiſts; Arminians, Calviniſis; Orthodox, 
Hereticks; and what not. There are ſome com- 
mon Principles which all Mankind agree in; 
and the ſeveral Differences and Diſtinctions 


amongſt 


to ſay ſomething to it, tho otherwiſe 1 ſhould 
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amongſt them ariſe only from their drawing 
Conſequences differently; and it is this that 
gives Them their particular and ſpecial Deno- 
mination, Now ſince it is evident and viſible, 
as the Light, that the Aute- Nicene Writers did 
not own the Conſequences which the Doctor 
makes for them, but expreſly and clearly re. 
jected them; conſtantly affirming the Eterniij 


and Con ſubſtantiality of the Son (the very 


points of Difference between Us and the Doctor) 


it is plain and obvious to common Senſe, that 


the Doctor has no juſt claim or title to Them, 
but that We have: They were, in the main points, 
clearly on our ſide (conſiſtent, or not conſiſtent, 
is not now the Queſtion) and as c/early againſt 
Him. It is to no purpoſe to plead, in this 
Caſe, that Premiſes only are of any Weight, 
and that Concluſious always ſtand for nothing, 
This may be allowed in Argumentation; bu: 
not in determining on what fide any Perſon, or 
any Body of Men were in this particular Que- 


ſtion; whether ſuch Concluſions follow from 


ſuch Premz/es.. In this, the Ante-Nicene Wii. 
ters were directly, and plainly, Anti-Arian; 
and therefore it is a great Abuſe of Language, 


and as great an Injury to Them and ro the 


Truth, for the Doctor to ſay that They were, 
in the whole, clearly on his fide, © 
But you had promiſed the World great Mat- 
ters from a Book of Dr. /hitbys, which has 
ſince ſeen the Light; and I am therefore obliged 


much 


6 
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much rather waye it; becauſe it is wrote only 
to Scholars, with whom it can do no harm; 
and becauſe, I believe, you are ſenſible, before 
this Time, how uncautious a Thing it is to pro- 
miſe in the Dark; and to be Sponſor for ano- 
ther's Performance, ſo long before-hand. Dr. 
hitby is one that has done good Service to 
the Church, and to the learned World; and 
one would be willing to throw a Veil over his 
late miſconduct in this Controverſy, did not 
the imprudent Triumphs of others oblige us 
to take ſome notice of ir. But let us come to 
the Point: I ſhall ſhow you, in ſome ſhort 
Strictures upon the Performance, how little you 
are to hope for from it; and how far it comes 
ſhort of Expectation. Tl divide what I have 
to ſay into two Kinds of Obſervations. 


1. Upon general Fallacies, running thro' the 
whole Book. 

2, Upon particular Defects, Miſquotations, 
Miſconſtructions, Miſrepreſentations, Wc. 

His principal, and moſt general Fallacy, is his 
making Eſſence and Per ſon to ſignify the ſame. 
One individual or numerical Eſſence, He every 
where interprets to a Sabellian Senſe; under- 
ſtanding by it one individual Hypoſtaſis, or 
real Perſon. And this ridiculous Senſe He fixes 
upon “ All that now paſs for Orthodox; and, 
| think roo, upon the generality of Thoſe who 
aye been reputed Cathalicks down from the 


* Pref. p. 32. | council 
unc! 


S 


Council of Nice: For He * charges Athanaſius 
Himſelf with it; who has been generally look'd 
upon as the Standard of Orthodoxy, in this Ar. 
ticle. The Charge is weak, and groundleſs, 
and more eſpecially in regard to Billiop Bull; 
who is > known to have declared Himſelf againſt 
it, as frequently, as ſtrongly, and as fully; as 
it was poſſible for a Man to do. The learned 
Examiner, tho' © He ſeems to have known 
this, is forced to d pretend Ignorance, to give 
the better colour to what He was going about, 
For, otherwiſe, who would not, at firſt ſight, 
obſerve the peculiar Extravagance of the un- 
dertaking, to confute Biſhop Bull, only by 
ſhowing that the Biſhop has act proved what 
He never intended to prove, nor ſo much as 
believed, bur rejected as heartily as the learned 
Examiner Himſelf can do. However, ſince 
this was, in a manner, neceſſary, that the 


learned Examiner might appear at leaſt to have 


- ſomething to ſay, all due Allowances are to be 
made for it. Let us now obſerye how in the 


+ < rl ig : ; 
b] fall here only cite one Paſſage of Biſhop Bull, ſpeaking 0 
Sandius; whoſe Sep Dr Whitby v4 too Al Ane 4 

Auctor Ille, ubique in Libro ſuo illud pro certo & rato habet 
Homouſianorum, quos vocat, & Sabellianorum de Filio Dei Sen- 
tentiam prorſus eandem eſſe. Quo nihil a vero remotius eſt; 
Siquidem ſupra clare oſtendimus, Neminem Dei Fßilium Patri 
iam poſle dicere, niſi abſurde admodum & improprie, qui cum 
Sabellio ſentiat D. F. N. p. 148. . 25 

See alſo D. F p. 230. Animadv. in Gilb. Clarke, p. 1004. 

c ste Modeſt, Diſquiſit. p. 105. where He charges Biſhop Bull 
with holding a Specifick Unity, and Præf. p. 31. 
d Praf, p. 3112 


Entrance 
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Fntrance, He is pleaſed to ſtate the general 


ueſtion. | 

« * Whether All the Ante-Nicene Fathers 
« profels'd the very ſame Doctrine which V 
« aſcribe to the Nicene Council; That is, whe- 
ther All acknowledged the fame Numerical 
Eſſence of the Father to have been com- 
«* municated to the Son and Holy-Ghoſt, and 
that therefore Both are one God in Nambem 
« with the Father. | : 

See how many Guards He has put in; as it 
were Conſcious of what He had taken in hand; 
and fearing, leſt otherwiſe there ſhould not be 
left Him ſtrength ſufficient to ſecure a hand- 
ſome Retreat. He does not ſay, the Genera- 
lty of the HAnte-Nicene Fathers, bur All; ſo 
that if there happens to be but one Exception; 
He may ſtill be ſafe and ſecure. Next, He does 
not ſay the Doctrine of the Nicene Council, 
but which J/e aſcribe to that Council: Now, 
who can tell what We He means? Perhaps 
Himſelf and Two or Three more. Then again; 
ſame Eſſence will not ſerve, but it muſt be the 
lame numerical Eſſence: And this He inter- 
prets, every where throughout his Book, in a 
Sabellian Senſe. So here the State of the 
9eſtion is intirely changed: And unleſs the 
B:hop has proved (which God forbid) that All 


* Utrum Patres Ouxrs Ante-Niceni Fandem Quan Concilis 
Niceno Ty s ſententiam amplexi ſunt; hoc eſt, utrum omnes 
ub e Nunero Patris Eſſentiam Filio & Spiritui Santo fuilſe 
CoMmuncatam, eoque nomine utrumque cum Patte Uuum Nu« 
re Deum eſſe agnoverunt? Proem. p. 2. ne 

a the 
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the Ante Nicene Fathers were Hereticks and 


ſomerhing worſe, profeſſing what Themlelyes 
condemin'd as Hereſy, He has not, it ſeems, done 
enough to ſatisfy the learned Examiner. Not 
content with this, He demands farther to have 
it proved that this ſame numerical Eſſence, 
that is (according to Him) Perſon, was com. 


mmunicated to Two other Perfons: And He 


has ſome pretence for cavil ar the word 
* Communicated. Vet, as if all this were not 
ſafficient, ir muſt be allo by interior Pro- 
auction; as He obſerves a little after in pag, 2. 
and He has ſome Turns of Wit upon the 
word f Produclion. Was this the way to 
anſwer fuch a Writer as Biſhop Bull. a wile, 
grave, learned, judicious Author, and One that 
was above Trifling ? 

In ſhort, the plain Queſtion between Biſhop 


Bull and the Arians is only this: Whether 


the Ante-Nicene Fathers, in general, believed 
the Son to be of an eternal, uncreated, im- 
mutable, and ſtrictly divine Subſtance, or no? 
Biſhop Bull maintain'd the Affirmative, and 
has unanſwerably proved it, in the opinion of 
moſt Men of true Learning and Judgment, whe- 
ther Here, or Abroad. This is what the learned 
Examiner ſhould neither have concealed, nor 
diſguis'd ; but have frankly and honeſtly con- 
fels'd, as He did + formerly. If, notwithſtanding, 


* Prof. pag. 21. Agree + præf. p. 2.3» Mb 
+ Opus aggredior quod Bullus noſtras, Pietate Summa & Doctrina 
Vic prieditus, atque in Antiquitatis totius Scriptis a 
; Wo the 
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the learned Prelate has not proved that the 
Fathers held a numerical Eſſence, in the Ex- 
aminer's Senſe (ſuch as He thinks neceſſary to 
preſerve the Unity) the Biſhop ſhould not be 
repreſented as failing in the Proof of what He 
intended; but ſhould be given up for a Tri- 
theiſt, and the Catholic Church with Him, 
whoſe Advocate He is, and with whom He 
ſtands or falls. This would have been the fair 
and ingenuous way; unleſs the learned Exami- 
ner would have undertaken to prove that the 
Fathers before the Nicene Council were of 
Arian Principles, which He durſt not do. What 
does it ſignify to ſhow that They were not Ca- 
bellians ? Did Biſhop Bull, or does any Man 
of Senſe pretend They were? - 
You may judge of the Performance, from 
his ſtating rhe Queſtion ſo ſtrangely ; and his 
ſetting out with ſuch diffidence, as if He 
thought the Cauſe deſperate. When you come 
to the Book it ſelf, you'l find Two Thirds of 
it, in effect, little more than retreating to the 
Sabellian Senſe of Numerical and Individual, 
which is only ſo much Impertinence. This is 
the principal, and the moſt general Fallacy 
which He truſts to; and is, in a manner, the 
Turn of the whole Book. _ 8 
He has another general Fallacy, which He 
ſerves Himſelf of ſometimes, and it is this. 
there are perenniori, ad Doforum Invidiam, -& Novatorum Cordolium. 
ſummo judicio & induſtria peregit. Whitby. Trattat, de vera Chriſ. 


Deir, pag. 50. ; | 2M 
ills Df 3: This 
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When He finds ſome Expreſſions run pretty 
high and ſtrong for the Divinity of Chriſt, *He 
fays the Arians uſed the fame, or the like Ex. 
preſſions. There is very little Force or Weight 
in the Argument: For it amounts only to this. 
The f Ar:ans, perfect Maſters of Diſſimulation 
and notoriouſly accuſtom'd ro equivocating. 
If uſed ſuch or ſuch Expreſſions, meaning little 
= by them; therefore the Aute-Nicene Writers, 
| Men of a very different Stamp and Character, 
meant no more by thoſe Expreſſions. But, be- 
| ſides this, it is well known that the + Arzans, 
at firſt, did not uſe thoſe high Expreſſions of 
1 the Son, but came into them by Degrees, as 
1 They found their Doctrine too ſhocking to be 
4 endured in broad Terms; and as They perceived 
5 the neceſſity of uſing Catholic Language. We 
| can eaſily ſhow, how, and when, and why 
| the Arians were obliged to ſpeak higher than 
i They thought, But ir can never be ſhown that 
i the Ante-Nzcene Fathers were under any ſuch 
Tomptation; or that They affected to ſpeak 


14 ® Pref. p-4.29. Lib. p. 8,9. 40. 90. 109. 153+ 14 7. and elſewhere. 

= þ Scilicet Tenebriones iſti parati. erant quamlibet Fidei Confeſſio- 
| 6 hem ſuo ſuffragio comprobare, quz modo vocem 6980s non ha- 
beret: etiamſi quoque in ea ponerentur verba alia quz apud Sanos 
bmnes idem prorſus ſignificarent. Bull D. F. p. 285. 

+ Arianos Jeſum Chriſtum Deum de Deo, lumen de lumine, vi- 
tam tx vita, ante omnia Secula ex Deo Patre genitum dixiſſe, Eu- 
ſebio adhuc in vivis agente, me legiſſe non memini: utcunque po- 

ſtea, ad declinandam Invidiam in Publicis Formulis has voces frau- 
dulenter uſurparent, c. Cav. Epiſt. Apologet. p. 65. 
Qui Artes Euſebii, reliquorumque Arianorum Vocum * * 
tate perpetuo abutentium, non olfaciet hac in re; ei quid aliud 
optem non video; prater naſum. Cler, Epiſt. Crit. 2. p. 52. 
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otherwiſe than They really meant, or than 
They would be generally underſtood. They 
were plain, open Men ; unacquainted with thoſe 
Principles of Latirude, and ſtudied Refinements 
which came in afterwards. I may uſe almoſt 
a parallel Inſtance, from what has been lately 
ſeen among our Selves. From the Year 1712. 
Arians have been taught to ſubſcribe the Ni- 
cene and Athanaſian Creeds. But our good 
Fore-fathers would have thought it horrid Pre- 
yarication to do it; They were nor ſo ſubtile 
and refin'd: And therefore, tho' Sub/cription 
is now no certain Argument of Men's Senti- 
ments, it was formerly ; when Men were other- 
wiſe inſtructed, and loved Chriſtian Plainneſs 
and Simplicity. This may ſerve for a brief 


general Anſwer to the learned Examiner's 


lecond general Fallacy. 

| There is a third general Salvo, which occurs 
pretty often; that the Aute. Nicene Writers di- 
ſtinguiſn God from Chriſt (that is, the Father 
from the Son) and call the Father God ab-. 
ſolutely: Now, ſince the Poſt-Nicene Writers 
do ſo too, and ſince no Body ſcruples it, even 
at this Day; I need not give my ſelf the Trou- 
ble of any more particular Anſwer, Thus far 
for the general Fallacies, running through his 
Performance : After which, it may be needleſs 
to take notice of any particular Milmanage- 


ment; Bur, for a Specimen, you ſhall have a 


few Inſtances of his Miſquorations, Miſconſtru- 
ions, Miſrepreſentations, Reviving of old and 
| Dd 3 trite 
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trite Objections concealing the Anſwers, and 
the like. | | | 

To hegin with Miſquotationg: Pag. 22. He 
Cites part of Polycarp's Doxology, recorded in 


the Epiſtle of the Church of Smyrna. There 


He 3 leaves out the Two moſt material words, 
(ow avrd)) on which the Argument chiefly de- 
pended, and then inſults over the learned 
Prelate. | 
Pag. 62. Citing a Paſſage from b Athenago- 
ras, He changes -aess abr, into es abron 
without giving any notice of it, or realon for 
it; only to make a weak Inſinuation againſt the 
Divinity of God the Son. | 
Pag. 75, 76. He has a Citation from Me- 
t hodius, part of which you may ſee above 
(P. 143.) the remainder I have here ſet down, 
in the © Margin. After giving a Conſtruction 
diametrically oppofite to the Intent and Letter 
of the Author, He breaks out into this Exprel- 
ſion; d See how He ( Methodius ) manifeſtly 
acknowledges the Son to have been made, and 


before begotten (that is all the Senſe that I can 


make of what He ſays) in ſpight of the Biſhop. 
He might have ſaid, in ſpight of Grammar and 


a He reads it di d ow ov mwwalk «yin gu, inſtead of d 5 0% 


oy wire} eb rug die We, Vid. Euſeb. 1.4. c. 15. 


Ox. Ed | 


c To 9 270 0411-109 v/iynxd ws, im axeyorne I ces Faw), 


Med, ov Toi; debe, C, g ml Gre Ante, 6 Oh ins nog 
Db vage. Ap. Phot. p- 960. | | 

d En quam clare agnoſcit Filium #9314 & ae342994 factum 
& prxgeviturs eſſe, fruſtra priſule tenitente. Modeff. Diſq, p+76- 
$72 | : A OR 


b Th ard Y g wired mire iyire, Athenag. Leg. p- 38. 
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common Senſe: Nothing can be clearer than 
that Paſſage of Methodins for the eternal Ge- 
neration of the Son; which He does not only 
aſſert, but guards it againſt the Objection from 
that Text (This day have ] begotten Thee) 
explaining it, not of any Temporal Generation 


(for He allows no ſuch Thing) but of a Tem- 


poral Manifeftat ion. 2: 
Pag. 97. You may ſee how He deals 
with a modern Author, the learned Dr. Cave. 
He firſt applauds his great Knowledge of Eccle- 
ſiaſtical Antiquity (in which He is extremely 


right) and then cites a Paſſage from Him, 


which, as repreſented, ſeems ro fay, thar 
many of the earlieſt Fathers were againſt 
Chriſt's Divinity. He had done this once be- 
fore in his * Preface, fo that one may fee 


He is pleaſed with the Diſcovery. I have 


given the Paſſage at large in the f Margin, in- 
cluding that part in Hooks which our learned 
Examiner has left our. The whole turns up- 
on this; whether Dr. Cave by, in quibus, in- 
rended the fame as, in quibus ſingulis, in every 
one of the foregoing Particulars, or rather in 


® Pref, P- 28. 2 x , ' „ p 

t Nzvos, qui in Scriptis ejus (Lactantii) notantur, de Divinitate, 
de æterna Fili exiſtentia [de Animarum prz-exiſtentia, & Futuro 
poſt hanc vitam ſtatu, de Fine Sæculi & Mille Annorum Imperio, 
de Adventu Eliæ Multos ad Dei cultum converſuro] aliiſque capi- 
tibus, de quibus obſcure, incaute, quandoque etiam periculoſe 
locutus fit, excuſabunt, apud candidos rerum æſtimatores. Sæculi 
quo vixit circa iſtas res imperitia, dogmata ipſa paulo abſtracti- 
ora, nec dum a Theologis dilucide explicata nec Synodorum de- 
cretis definita, & in quibus Ou habuit complures præce- 
dentium Sæ culorum Patres. Cav. Hiſt. Liter. Vol. I. p. 112. 
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many, or moſt of them. It is impoſſible to 
prove that He meant it ſtrictly of every one; 
and therefore no certain Argument can be 
drawn from this Paſſage: But I will give you a 
Reaſon or two, why I think Dr. Cave did not, 
or could not ſo mean it. You'l obſerve, that 
de Divmitrate, ſtands by it ſelf, as a diſtin 
Article; and, very probably, is to be conſtrud 
of the Deity Lactantius is * known to have 
had very abſurd Notions of the Deity, ſuppo- 
ſing God to have had a Beginning, and to have 
made Himſelf. Dr. Cave could never mean 
that Lactantius had 'Owwbrpos Complures, 
many of bis mind, in this Article: And there- 
fore could not intend, in quibus, ſtrictly, of 
every Particular, but of the whole, and in the 
general, Then, as to Dr. Cave's Judgment of 
the Senſe of the Fathers, in reſpect to the Di- 
yinity of the Son, and his eternal Exiſtence, 
it is io f well known, and ſo often appears in 
his Writings, that He ſhould not be preſumed 
to contradict his declared and repeated Senti- 
ments, without a manifeſt necęſſity. Where. 
„ LaRtant. Iuſtitut. I. 1. c. 7. 
I Sandi Patres Catholicæ Fidei Nicænorumque Dogmatum Tyſtes 
him inconcuſſi, Vindices acerrimi; qui Fidem ab Apoſtolis tradi- 


m, 2 Majoribus acceptam, ad nos uſque propagarunt, acceptam 
ita, Voce, etiam Sanguine ſuo confirmarunt, invictiſque Argu- 
mentis contra omnia Hzreticorum molimina ſartam tectam com 
ſervarunt; quique nullis Sophiſmatibus flecti queunt, ut in Un 
lariorum cauſam Teſtimonium dicant, Hinc ills Lachrymz, Hzc 
Fundi' calamitas, Adeo ut de Antiquitate Eccleſiaſtica dici poteſt, 
quod de yay alicubi habet Malmsburienſis Philoſophus ; ubi- 
cunque Ratio Homini repugnat > Hominemy ipli Rationi repugrit- 
furum.' Cav, Epil. Apolog et. pe 19% n * ie 4 
r N * 71 
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fore Nr. Whitby does a great Injury to the Me- 
mory of that good Man, by taking an Advan- 
tage of an ambiguous Expreſſion. To pro- 
ceed. | | 

Pag. 60. He tells us, that the Titles of 7 . 
7:5 iris, and F GAwr Suuwpyos (that is, Creator 
and Framer of the Univerſe) were ſuch as the 
Writers of that Age (the Second Century) al- 
ways diſtinguith'd the Father from the Son by, 
If He means that the Son had not then theſe 
or the like Titles given Him, it is a notori- 
ous Untruth (as you may ſee by the Quotati- 
ons * above from Irenezus aud Clemens Alexatts 
drinus) If He means only, that Thoſe and the 
like Titles were emmently and emphatically 
given to the Father, That indeed is very true 
of the Second Century ; and as true of all the 
Centuries following, down to this preſent, as 


appears by our Creeds; which, I ſuppoſe, is no 


great Diſcovery. | CTY 
In his Preface, (P. 32.) He miſrepreſents Ba. 
[1 as declaring againſt Unity of Eſſeuce, where 
the good Father intended nothing bat againſt 
Unity of Per ſon. In the lame Page, He brings 
in f Athanaſius, and interprets what He ſaid 
againſt che 000, as if it had been meant of the 

*Qu.g. p. 189. 5 bn 5 | 
7 Vid. Athanaſ. Tom. 1. p. 967, Compare Tom. 2. p. 31. ) 
Athanafius diſtinguiſh'd very particularly, more than Hilary and 
fome other Fathers did, between the i ,¼ and the a. He 
thought that to ſay the Son mas only like God,-was as much as deny- 
ing Him to be God: As if we ſhould ſay a thing is only like Silver, 
therefore not Silver; or only like Gold, Therefore not Gold. This 
KA bis Senſe of the Matter. | FI 3 
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uuadoio, betwixt which, that accurate Father al. 
ways carefully diſtinguiſh'd. A little lower, 
He repreſents Athanaſins as maintaining nume. 
rical Identity; which (in the Senſe of the 
learned Examiner) is making Him a Sabellian. 
Thus, it ſeems, He is to confute Biſhop Bull, 
only by puzzling and confounding fuch Things, 
as that incomparable Prelate had made plain 
and clear, 

Pag. 9. He repreſents Barnabas Epiſtle, 


cr Hos, which He interprers Spurzons (p. 19.) 


neglecting and concealing in what Senſe Eu- 
6 ius had reckon'd it cy , and what had 
en faid by very f learned Men in defence 
of it. | 
Pag. 23. He gives a partial Account of the 
Antient Doxblogies. No one that has ſeen 
St. Baſil, the eighth Book of the Clementine 
Conſtitutions, Polycarp's Doxology, and the 
Church of Smyrna's, beſides Clement of Ale- 
xandria's, and Hippolytus's, can make any rea- 
ſonable doubt. whether to or With, were not 
lied in Doxologies to the Son or Holy- 
hoſt, as well as 2 through, or in, by the 
earlieſt Aute Nicene Writers. To pretend 4- 
thanaſian Forgeries in anſwer to all, is only 
giving up the point, with the ridiculous Cir- 
cumſtance of appearing to maintain it. 
His Account of Juſtin Martyr is one con- 
tinued Miſtepreſentation, as may appear in ſome 


- 


Ses Cave Hiſtor, Literar. Vol. 1. p. 11. | 
y Pcarſon Vindic. p. 276.282, Bull D. F. p. 1g, Pr. Trad. p.3: 
| 7. hs, 5 Mea- 
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Meaſure, by comparing it with what hath been 
obſerved in theſe Papers. I | 

Pag. 61. He takes occaſion from the Latin 
Verſion to miſrepreſent Athenagoras, and to 
inſinuate that the Son is not lite rhe Father. 
If the Greek words be render d, as They ſignify, 
Infecti, & Fatti, the Equivocation upon Ge. 
vitus, and therewith the A ent is loſt. 

Pag. 62. He undertakes another Paſſage in 
Athenagoras, a very famous one, and of fin- 
gular uſe in this Controverſy; plainly ſhowing 
the true and genuine Senfe of ſuch Fathers, as 
ſpoke of a Temporal Generation, and being of 
equal Force both againſt Sabe/lzans and Artans, 
as the * learned Prelate has judiciouſly and ad- 
mirably demonſtrated againſt Petavius, San- 
dius, and Others. Sandius, being ſenſible of 
its Weight and Force, thought it the wiſeſt way 
to ſay, that the place was corrupt; and being 
a Man of Wir, He invented ſomething of a Co- 
lour for it. Gilbert Clerke afterwards, thought 
of a more plauſible Solution of the difficulty; 
but the learned f Biſhop had too much Aru. 
men to let it paſs. Laſt of all comes Dr. Whitby 
with a new Device, which, 1 is in- 
tirely his own. You fee the Paſſage in the 
Margin. The words wy, «s vj, , He con- 
ſtrues thus: Not as eternally generated, as if 


Bull. Def. F. N. p. 204, 205. | 

+ See Bull. Animadv. in Gilb. Cl. Op. Poſt. p. 1052. 1053 · 

+ ea, inn i Til rare, 5% ws Yeropwerer, iE ron yp 5 
det 185 a- d, ther dure; c la, r den d he⁰,ẽũMñu. 
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He had read yewapory , ſupplying cies by 
Imagination: The Senſe and Meaning - of the 
word * youay, ſignifying ade, or created, is 
fq fix'd and certain in this Author, that no 
doubt or ſcruple can be reaſonably made of it. 
And that He intended to ſignify the Son's in- 
mutable, eternal, neceſſary Exiſtence, in this 
Paſſage, is ſo manifeſt, that a Man muſt be of 
à peculiar Complexion that can ſo much as 
queſtion .ir; eſpecially conſidering the other 
high Things ſaid of the Son, by this Author, 
in other Places; ſome of which have been 
above cited, I mention not how the learned 


Examiner endeavors to elude Them; putting 
off one with a jeſt (v. 60.) pretending an In. 


terpolation for another (. 61.) and for feat 
all ſhould not ſuffice, retreating at length to his 
Quibble upon the word. Numerical. 

Pag. 108. He makes a ridiculous Repreſen- 
tation of Tertullian, as if that Writer believed 
two Angels to be as much One, as God the 
Father and God the Son are. I fhall only 
| tranſcribe the Paſſage, and truſt ir with the 
intelligent Reader. 


4 Fra Oz0y 22 py 1800 1 v Tow, 5729 prey 4 416 per, 
on ww EY m en, 4 T pon „— b, 21. To 2 @4, £12030 2 
o d, I 1 T0 uu us, oy, Os edi. p. 67. Os uoy b.. 
e WANG AIopnirwy, p. G8. Ft 

Et nos etiam Sermoni atque Rationi, itemque Virtuti, per 
quæ omnia molitum Deum ediximus, propriam Subſtantiam 
Spiritum inſcribimus; cui & Sermo inſit prænuntianti, & Ratio 
adſit diſponenti, & Virtus perficienti. Hunc ex Deo prolatum di- 
dicimus, & prolatione generatum, & idcirco Filium Dei & Deum 
fru. ex Unitate Subſiantie. Nam & Deus Spiritus. Ita de 


Pag. 
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Pag. 110.113. You find Him tampering with 
Ireneus, Firſt, inſinuating as if that excellent 
Writer had ſuppoſed the So was our Lord 
and God, according to the good Pleaſure of 
the inviſible Father ; but admitting the more 
probable Conſtruction to be, that every Eu 
might bow, according to the govd Pleaſure of 
the inviſible Father. 4 

It is well known that Irenzens b allows no 
Creature, nothing that had a Beginning, to be juſts 
ly called God; looks upon the Notion of an ix. 
ferior God, as a Contradiction; does not d admit 
that any Creature can create: And yet He makes 
the Son e truly God, f Co. eternal, and 8s Con. 
ſubſtantial (tho He uſes not the very word) 
with God the Father; Creator of Men, of An- 
gels, of all Things. Teſtimonies of the laſt 
particular are ſo many and ſo clear (ſome of 
5 which have been cited above) that I need not 
here refer to them. In Contradiction to all this, 
f Dr, Whitby would perſwade us (from two of 
three Paſſages which ſay no ſuch thing) that 
Irenzus reſolved all the Dignity of the Son 
into the Powers given Him after his Re- 
ſurrection. I may, upon this Occaſion, take 
notice of another ® Writer, who has lately 
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 Spititu Spiritus & de Deo Deus, ut Landen de Lamine accenſurfi. 
| Tertull, Apol. c. 21. p. 202. Ed. Havercamp. Lugd. 

, a Irenzus, I. 1. c. 10. p.48. Ed. Bened. 

] 


b lrenæus, lib. 3. c. 8. p. 183. Ed, Bened. e Lib. 4. c. 2. p. 229. 
ö d Lib, 4. c. 41. p. 288. e Lib. 3. c. 6. p. 180. Lib. 4 
- c. 6. p. 235. f Lib. 2. c. 13. p. 132. Lib. 2. C. 25, p. 153. 
5 g Lib. 3. c. 21. p. 217. Lib. 2. c. 25. p- 153 
1 h Enilyn, Exam of Dr, Bennet, p.18. 2 Fair: 


miſte- Wl 
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miſrepreſented Irenæus. He imagines that the 
Father ſuppoſed the A&y@», or Word, as 
ſuch. paſſible. The Paſſages, which He build; 
this Fiction upon, you have in the Margin, 
according to the laſt Edition. The moſt that 
you can eſpy in them is, that the Agyos ſuffered 
in the Fleſh : One of the Quotations does not 
certainly ſay ſo much, but might bear another 
Conſtruction. It might as reaſonably be pre. 
tended that the AS, as fuch, was Viſible, and 
Comprehenſible. and changed into a frail May, 
as that He was paſſible: See the Margin. All 
that Ireuæus intended to prove againſt the He. 
veticks, was, that the A&y@+ was conſtantly 
united to the Man Chriſt Jeſus, and did not de- 
ſert the Human Nature in the Paſſion, it be- 
ing f neceſſary that the ſuffering Redeemer 
ſhould be both God and Man: This is all 
the Caſe. But to proceed with the learned 
Examiner. 

Pag. 147. He repreſents Tertullian, as making 


Solus vere Magiſter Dominus noſter; & bonus vere Filius 
Dei, & patiens, verbum Dei Patris Filius Hominis factus. Ven. 
J. 3. c. 18. p. 211. | 

O Av & Ort ozegt irywvero, 204 ev. l. 1. c. 10. p- o. 

Compare the following Places. 

Verbum, Unigenitus qui ſemper humano generi adeſt, & con- 
ſparſus ſuo Plaſmati, ſecundum placitum Patris & Caro factus, Ipſe 
eſt Jeſus Chriſtus Dominus noſter, qui paſſus eſt, p. 206. 

O; He T1,fuTY eανο, * 4 S ue kA ve. p. 207- 

Inviſibilis viſibilis factus, & incomprchenſibilis factus compre- 
henſibilis, & impaſſibilis paſſibilis, & Verbum Homo. p. 206. 

+ See Irenæus, |. 3. c. 18. p. 211. See alſo the famous Paſſagt 
about Quieſcence, p. 213» Which plainly ſuppoſes all that was ſuſfer- 
ing and low to belong to the Man only, all that was high and great i 

| X | the 
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the Son, in his higheſt Capacity, Ignorant of 
the Day of Judgment. Let the Reader ſee 
the * whole Paſſage, and compare it with ano- 
ther, four Chapters lower; and from thence 
judge of Tertullian's meaning. No reaſonable 
doubt can be made, but that Tertullian under- 


ſtood the Son's being Ignorant, &c. in reſpect 
ooly of his Humanity, as well as He under- 
ſtood the other Things, mentiog'd together with 
it in the ſame Paragraph. Such as conſider how 
highly Tertullian, eliewhere ſpeaks of the Son, 
making Him one undivided Subſtance with the 
Father, can make no queſtion of it. | 


Here it will be proper to obviate a difficulty 


which may naturally, upon the firſt Thoughts, 
ariſe in one's Mind. Why ſhould the Catho- 
licks ſo often urge the Texts relating to Chriſt's 
Human Nature only, againſt the S$abellians? 
For it may ſeem that, if They thereby proved 
Two Hypoſtaſes, They proved only a Divine 
and a Human Hypoſtaſes ; and there might ſtill 
be but one Hypoſtaſis in the Godbead, as the 
Sabell;ans pretended ? But it is to be conſider d. 
that Both Catholichs and Sabellians were agreed 


* Tenorans & Ipſe Diem & Heram Ultimam, Soli Patri notam; 


diſponens Regnum Diſcipulis, quomodo & ſibi diſpoſitum dicit a 
Patre; habens Poteſtatem Legiones Angelorum poſtulandi ad aux i- 


lum a Patre fi vellet, Exclamans quod ſe Deus reliquiſſet, in Patris 

manibus Spiritum ponens. Tertull. Adv. Praxe c. 26. p. 516. 
Habes iplum Exclamantem in Paſſione, Deus Mens, Deus Mens, ut 
quid me dereliquiſti. Sed Hzc Vox Carnis & Animæ, id eſt, 
Hominis, non Sermonis, nec Spiritus, id eſt, non Dei, propterea 
emiſſa ef}, ut impaſſibilem Deum oſtenderet, qui ſic Filium derg- 
liquit, dum Hominem ejus tradidit in mortem. Tertull, adv, 
Prax, C. 30. p. 518. | ns 
In 
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in one Point, that God was incarnate, the 4. 
vine Nature perſonally united to the Man 
Chriſt Je ſus: And the main Queſtion between 


Them was, whether the Father Himſelf made 


one Perſon with Chriſt's Human Nature, or No. 
If the Catholicks could prove the Negative 
(as They could eaſily do) then the Sabellians 
muſt, of Courſe, and upon their own Principles, 
acknowledge another divine Hypoſtaſis, be- 
ſides the Father. The Catholicks therefore 
urged all the Texts, wherever Chriſt ſpeaks of 
Himſelf as a diſtiuct Perſon from the Father; 
tho' many of theſe Texts are meant of Him, 

in his Human Capacity only. Had our Saviour 
Chriſt ſpoke of the A., or Word, in the 
fame manner as He does of the Father : Had 
He prayed to the A0, or ord, complain'd 
of being forſaken by Him; or had He faid, 1 
know not the Day of Judgment, but He, the 
Ayes, or Word, does; it could never have been 
preſumed, that the / and He, the Ades and 
Chriſt, made one Perſon. It appearing there- 
fore, from that manner of Expreſſion, that the 
Father was not perſonally united with the 
Human Nature of Chriſt; this was ſufficient 
againſt the Sabellians, who allowed that the 
Man Chriſt Jeſus was perſonally unjted with 
God; And if it could not be with the Father, 
it muſt of Conſequence be with another ine 
Hypoſtaſis, a diſtinct and real Son of the Father. 
Thus you ſee the Force and Significancy of 
thoſe Texts (and of all Texts which intimated 

a plaig 


I 
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2 plain perſonal Diſtinction between the Fa. 
ther and Chriſt) againſt the Sabe/lians. They 
ſhowed that the Perſon ſpeaking was not 
the Father. And yet the Perſon who ſpake, 
having (as both Sides allowed) a Divin 
and Human Nature, might ſpeak of Himſelf 
in different Reſpects; in this, or in that Ca- 
pacity. Thus, in regard to the Son's Igno- 
rance of the Day of Judgment, it is manifeſt 
that the Father and Son are there ſpoken of, 
25 of Two Perſons; and One as knowing, the 
Other as not knowing, tho' only in a certain 
reſpe&t : One Ignorant in ſuch a Capacity, the 
Other not Ignorant in any Capacity at all, 
353 having never taken Human Nature, and 
therewith Human Ignorance, into a perſonal 
Union with Himſelf. Thus far to clear this 
Point, and to acquit my ſelf of a * promiſe 
made you ſome time ago. 2 

I ſhall proceed a little farther in remarking 
on your Friend's Performance. Ir is frequent 
with Him to bring up old Objections, neglect- 
ing and concealing the Biſhop's Anſwers. 1 
ſhall give a few 1nſtances only; that I may 
not be Tedious. 3 

pag. 17. He pretends that the Biſhop has 
not ſhown, that the Fathers of the Second Cen- 
tury reſolved the Unity into the ſame Principle 
with the Nicene Fathers. Vet the Biſhop f has 


„Qu. 9. p. 111, See Athanaſius farther upon the Thing whereof 
| have been ſpealing. Vol. 1. p. 261. | 
+ Bull. D. P Sect. 4. c. 4- 
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ſhown it, and Dr. //h:tby allows as much in 
the very next Page; and has nothing to retreat 
to but the miſerable Evaſion about Individual. 
Pag. 84. He refers to Baſil, as an Evidence 
that Gregory Thaumaturgus believed the Son 
to be a Creature. This He again repeats in 
the next Page; and again in his Preface, p. to, 
Yet the Fact is evidently falſe ; Baſil Himſelf 
a full Witneſs on the contrary ſide ; and this 
Biſhop Bull had * given notice of, and made 
clear to a Demonſtration. When a Writer ſtrains 
ſo hard, to put a falſe Senſe upon Another; 
there's no uncharitableneſs in believing, that 
He gives us at lcaft his ows true meaning. 
Pag. 87. He revives an old Objection, which 
the learned Prelate had ingenuoufly ® ſet forth 
in its full Force; and given it as full an Anſwer, 
Your Friend is here pleaſed to ſpeak with great 
contempt of the Biſhop's Anſwer; for no other 
reaſon, that I can ſee, but becauſe He was not 
able to confute it. Being however reſolved to 
fay ſomething, He ſtoutly denies a plain Mat. 
ter of Fact. Otxaouin, ſays He, is never uſed 
by the Fathers, in the Biſhop's Senſe. Pleale 
to turn to the places noted in the < Margin, 
and judge whether the Biſhop, or He, be the 


2 Bull. Def F. N. p. 1F5, 156, 157. 

b Bull. D. F. p. 267. 

e Tertullian adv. Prax. c. 2, 2» Clem. Alexandr. p. 83 1. 97, 
Tatian c. 8. Ed. Ox, Hippolytus Conir, Noct. p. 12. 15. 

Valeſius had obſerved the Thing long ago, and without any Ver 
#0 Controverſy, | | 

Vetus omnis Chriſtianorum Theologia Deb quidem Patri Mo- 


more 
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na nore faithful and accurate in this Matter. If 
ay thing farther be wanting in Defence of Bi- 

ſhop Bull, in this Article, let Him ſpeak for 
e WI Himſelf, in another d Work, in anſwer to Gil. 
on ert Clerke; who, it ſeems, was much offend- 
n ed at the j,, grieved, as He well might, 
„to fee His moſt pompous and plauſible Pre- 
if FF rences entirely baffled by ir. I ſhould weary 
is W iy Reader, and my Self too, if I went on re- 
le marking every Place, where old Objections are 
brought up; and either none, or very flight 
'; ©] notice taken of the Anſwers: If you have a 
a FF mind to compare, you may note ſome Pages 

referr'd to in * the Margin. I ſhall proceed no 
h firther, in this tedious and diſagrecable Employ- 


r, aurchiam attribuit, Filio vero & Spiritui Sancto ofvopuins, id eſt; 
Adminiſtrationem & Diſpenſationem, Valeſ. Not. ad Euſeb. p. 5,66 
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ment; except it be to obſerye to you, one pe. 
culiar piece of Management, which I leave you 
to reflect on. The learned Examiner labours, 


for * rwo Pages together, to ſhow that Clemens 
of Rome was far from ſpeaking, or thinking ſo 


highly of our Bleſſed Lord, as St. Paul did 
A little after, (Pag. 19.) He propoſes Clemens 
to us as a very good Interpreter of Scripture; 
and commends Him highly, for laying Chriſti. 
anity before Us in its naked Simplicity. What 
can we think of this? The beſt Conſtruction I 
can make of it is, that He intended in p. 14,15, 
not St. Paul Himſelf, but St. Paul as now 


rem underſtood: And ſo He was to in- 


inuate ſomething, which was not fit to be ex- 


preſs d. But a Man of Art would have con- 
ducted better ; would not have diſcover'd Him- 
ſelf ſo ſoon, but have truſted more to the Saga- 
city of his Reader. This manner of procced- 
ing, in an important Cauſe, is what I cannot 


account for. Ir ſeems ro me, that, if there be | 
not Reaſons of Conſcience obliging a good Man 


to ſpeak out, there are always Reaſons of Pru- 
dence which ſhould make a w/e Man hold his 
Tongue. X | 


You may perceive, by this Time, that Bi. | 


ſhop Bull's Book is like to ſtand, till ſome- 
thing much more conſiderable appears againſt it. 


© P.144 5. Aliter plane D Paulus loquitur : Arguments 
potius eſt Clementem de Chriſto aliter plane quam Paulum ſenſiſſe 
— magnam ſuſpicionem injicit, eadem Clementem cum Paulo 
minime docuifſe, | 
Seyetal 
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Several attempts of this kind have been made 
before; but to as little purpoſe: And if there 
be ever ſo many more, by ever fo good Hands, 
[ll venture to ſay, They will ſucceed no better. 
The Book will ſtand as long as clear Senſe, 
ſound Reaſoning, and true Learning have any 
Friends left. The main Subſtance of it is not 
to be confuted; any more than you can extin- 
ouiſh Truth, or put out the Light of the Sun. 
The Fathers have been tried and are found 


faithful: What They defended while living, 


The Divinity of our Bleſſed Lord, againſt the 
lnſults of Fews, Pagans, and Herevichs h 
They ſtill maintain in their Works: And their 
Works will be held in great Eſteem, and Ve- 
neration; While every weak attempt to blaſt 
their Credit, will meet with what it juſtly de- 
ſerves; I was going to ſay what, but it may 
ſound ſevere: 1 proceed to another Query. 
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Whether the learned Doctor may not reaſon. 
auly be ſuppoſed to ſay, the Fathers are on 
his ſide, with the ſame meaning and re. 
ſerve as He pretends our Church-Forms to 
favour Him; that is, provided He may in. 
terpret as He pleaſes, and make them ſpeak 
his Senſe, however Contradictory to their 
own Aud whether the true Reaſon why 
He does * to admit the Teſtimonies 
of the Fathers as Proofs, may not be, be- 
cauſe They are againſt Him? 


N Anſwer to this, You tell me, that it con- 

T tainsonly an invidious Suggeſtion; not any 
Argument. The Suggeſtion, I do aſſure you, 
is juſt, and argumentative too; and was Kind. 
H intended towards you; that you might not 
take Things implicitely and upon Truſt from 
others, but might examine them firſt your Self; 
and then paſs a Judgment of them. As to the 
zuvidious Appearance of it; had I ever intend- 
ed, or in the leaſt thought of making the Que. 
ries publick, you might, with a better Grace, 
have told me of it. But as I had not the liberty 
of reviſing my Papers, nor ſo much as any pre- 
vious Apprehenſion of your Deſign (preſuming 
all along the very contrary, as I reaſonably 
might) theſe Things conſidered, I hope the in. 
vidions Part you'l take to your ſelf; the Ar. 
; * gument 
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gument (for an Argument it is, in its kind) 


you may leave to me. It is of ſome moment 
to us, not only to have the primitive Writers 
on our ſide (as we plainly have) but to have 
them thought fo too. The learned Doctor has 
made ſome Pretences that way; and they are 
of Weight with ſuch Readers, as are not duly 
apprehenſive of the Doctor's uncommon man- 
ner of ſetting Things off, with great advantage 
to his Cauſe, and as great detriment to Truth. 
Two Reafons are intimated, in the Query, why 
his claim to Antiqnity ought to have the leis 
Force with confidering Men: Firſt, Becauſe 
He lays claim ro our Church's Forms; which 
cyery common Reader may fee, are directly 
againſt Him; And Secondly, Becauſe, notwith- 
ſtanding his appeal to Antiquity, He is wiſer 
than to put the Matter upon that Iſſue. He 
endeavors to leſſen the Eſteem of the Antients, 
all the while that He preſumes They are on his 
ſide: A ſure Mark that He ſuſpects Them; and 
is ſecuring a Retreat when They fail Him; as 
they certainly will, whenever ſtrictly inquired 
into. I would leave it with any diſcerning 
Man (who cannot examine farther into the 
Merits of the Cauſe) to judge, whether it be at 
all likely that thoſe who ſpeak always con- 
temptibly of the Antients, and endeavor to the 
utmoſt ro abuſe and expoſe Them, can reaſon- 
ably be preſumed to have a greater Intereſt in 
Them, than They who ſpeak henourably and 
handſomly of Them; who defend their Chara- 
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cter, and have, as it were, an aſſectionate 
Tenderneſs and Concern for Them. Thus 
much for the ſecond Reaſon intimated in the 
Query. As to the firſt Reaſon ſuggeſted, the 
Import of it is this. If the learned Doctor can 
elpy Arianiſm in our Liturgy or Articles, 


where it certainly is not; He may as reaſon- 


ably be ſuppoſed to miſtake as much, 
the Fathers. He fees, in our Liturgy, the 
Doctrine of one God the Father, incluſive of 
Son and Holy Ghoſt; but does not ſee one 
God excluſive of Both; which is his Doctrine. 
He finds a Sabordination of Order taught in 
our publick Forms; but does not find any Sub- 
ordination or Inferiority of Nature; which 
is his Principle. And yet, upon theſe flight 
Grounds, He ſcruples not to ſay, that the 
* main Branches of his own Doctrine ate ex- 
| preſhy afirm'd in our Liturgy ; meaning. by a 
tacite Conſequence of his own making. And 
ſince this Con/equential, that is, Imaginary 
Countenance is all that He can claim from our 
Liturgy; and all that He really means, when 
He ſays the Church's Forms are on his fide; 
— He may mean no more, when He 
peaks of the Fathers. The generality of Rea- 
ders, it may be, underſtand Him, as if He had 
intended to ſay, that the Aute- Niceue Writers 
eſpecially, had declared againſt the Co eternity 
and Con ſubſtantiality of the Son, rhe Points 
in Queſtion. But I humbly conceive, He in- 


© Script. Doctr. p. 379. 
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tended no more than this, that the Aute- Ni- 
cene Writers have declared ſomething. which, 
He really believes, does by Conſequence de- 
ſtroy the Conſubſtantiality, &c. though, at the 
ſame time, thoſe Writers admitted no ſuch Con- 
ſequence ; but expreſty, and conſtantly diſown- 
ed it. This is all that He can mean, with re- 
ſpect to our Liturgy; and therefore, probably, 
all He does mean, in reſpect of the other; or 
however, certain I am, that it is all He ſhould 
mean. Now you ſee the full of my Argument. 
If it look invidious, I cannot help it; I am 
perſwaded it is juſt; and I think it of as much 
Importance to our Readers to have the Matter 
fairly ſtated, as it is that Truth may nor be 
ſmother'd; nor any ſtreſs laid upon the Doctor's 
Citations, beyond what They do really bear. 
The learned Doctor owns, as to Poſt-Nicene 
Fathers, that They are, in the whole, againſt 
Him. And He ſhould have own'd as much of 
the generality, at leaſt, of the Ante. Nicene 
Fathers too, and then He has no claim to 
any thing but Conceſſions ;. of which He endea- 
vors to make the utmoſt Advantage, three ways. 
Firſt, by making more Conceſſions than there 
really are: Secondly, by repreſenting thoſe 
Conceſſions in ſo promiſcuous and confuſed a 
Light, that a common Reader cannot readily 
diſtinguiſh when, or where the Doctor intend- 
ed the full and intire meaning of an Author, 
or a Conceſſion only : Thirdly, by ſlipping his 
own Concluſion upon thoſe Conceſſions, — if 
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They were the ſame Thing; tho” there really 


is no Connexion between Them, no juſt Con- 
ſequence from one to the other, I would not 
be knowingly guilty of charging the Doctor 
falſely, in theſe, or in any other Particulars, for 
any Conſideration; and therefore it may be 
expected of me, that I explain my ſelf more 
at large; which accordingly I ſhall do, in the 
Order and Merhod which I have, alrcady laid 
down, 

1. The learned Doctor has taken ſeveral Paſ- 
fages for Conceſſion s, which are really none; 
but only as He has given Them ſuch a parti- 
cular Air and Aſpect; either by prefacing 
Them, and holding out a falſe Light to the 
Reader; or by commenting upon Them; or by 
e aun. of Them. I ſhall proceed to 
Particulars; and you muſt nor take it amiſs, if 
we call upon you to return us back what you 
have unfairly wreſted from us. 

Scripture-Dottrane, Pag. 3. The Doctor pro- 
quces a Paſſage of Athanaſias, part of which, 


fo far as concerns us, you ſee in the“ Margin; 
with ſo much farther as is neceſſary to clear the 


Senſe of the Author. The Doctor's Verſion 
runs thus: For He (the Father) is the one 
God, and the only One, and the Firſt. And 


* Ei yp Oz; & 2 3 Tmearig ien. chi ts du 0 T uz 
Aram pn Hr. ii ap © dd ov Ty wig agr. », Are, a; 
7% Ereg © Mis © Newry: * - Ao», x; ci, N THY AT h 
ov. i di vou Towre; * GUT, a pd Thy eb Aewrs Xa Mor, 
Stimme, A. g hing d Gn Athanal. 3. Orat. Contr, Arian, 
p: 556+ Ed. Bened. | 516 | 
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yet theſe Things do not deſtroy the Divi- 
%% nity of the Son. This rendring is flat and 
low, and neither anſwers the intent, nor Let. 
ter of the Author. Oùx eis avaigov, literally, 
is, nor to exclude the Son: plainly meaning. 
not to exclude Him from being the ove God, 
and the only One, and the Firſt, together witli 
the Father. And ſo Athanaſius interprets Him- 
ſelf, in the Words immediately following: For 
He (the Jon) allo is gi , the Firſt, the 
fullneſs of the Godhead of Him who is the 
Firſt, and only God. You'l obſerve that the 
Doctor renders amravyaoue, as if it had been 
anauyacgua Tus Es, Brightneſs of Glory + 
Which is again concealing and ſtifling the Senſe 
of the Author. At hanaſius intended to ſignify 
the Son's i ſuing or ſtreaming forth, as it were, 
from the Father's Subſtance, as Light from the 
Sun; which meaning is loſt and funk in the 
Doctor's Tranſlation. You ſec then that this 
Paſſage, when rightly underſtood, is intirely 
againſt the Doctor; and therefore ought not to 
be reckon'd amongſt Conceſſions. 7 
Let us go on to another, in the very fame 
Page (the Paſſage you have in the“ Margin.) 
The Doctor renders it thus: The true God, 
«+ who is oſt ſtrictly and abſolutely ſuch, even 
++ the Father of Chriſt. Here the Eugliſh 
Reader muſt needs think that, if the Father be 
moſt ſtrictly, He is more ſtrictly God than 


* Toy antv0y za; cyrus ormt O00, TOY #5 Reet r. Athan. 
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Chriſt is: Eſpecially when nothing appears in the 
Paſſage to compare the Father with, but Chriſt. 
Under this view, indeed, the Paſſage cited is a 
very great Conceſſion : But, in the Greek, there 
is no Conceſſion at all. The juſt and /zteral ren- 
dring of the Paſſage is this: The true God why 
iu reality is ſuch, namely, the Father of Chriſt. 
You muſt know, that Athanaſius is here ex- 
horting rhe Gentiles to turn from their dumb 
Idols, ro ſerve the living God. In oppoſition 
to what He calls *.&« &»&@, Things which have 
no real or but precarious Exiſtence, , or f & 
or Toxurs, Things which were not ſich as the 
 Heathens imagined, i.e. not divine, He adviſes 
Them ro come over to the Father of Chriſt; 
whoſe property it is to ext in reality, and who 
is truly and ſtrictiy God. This is no more than 
Athanaſius would have ſaid of the don; and} in- 
deed has ſaid, in that very Treatiſe ; and there- 
fore you may pleaſe to ſtrike this Paſſage alſo 
out of the Number of Conceſſions. 1 5 
The learned Doctor goes on, in the ſame 
way (pag. 4.) And in another Paſſage, inſtead 
of far above all created Being ( which the 
Greek Words ſignify, and which is the certain 
meaning of the Author) He chuſes to ſay far 
above all derivative Being; inſinuating to his 
Reader as if the Son were to be included un- 
der derivative Being; than which nothing 


* Vid. Athanaſ. ibid. p. 7, 8. Athanaſ. p. 27. ä 
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can be farther from the Senſe of the Au- 
thor, in that very Page; as I have obſeryed 
before, on another occaſion. All the Conreſ* 
ſion that is there, lies only in the Doctor's 
Tranſlation, and the Turn He gives to it in the 
Sequel: Athanaſius himſelf has granted nothing 
that can do you any Service; ar leaſt, not in 
that Paſſage, and therefore let that alſo return 
to us again. 

Pag. 89. The Doctor cites a Paſſage of Eu. 
ſebius; which, He ſays, expreſſes the unani- 
mous Senſe of the Catholick Church: And it 
may be true, as it lies in Euſebius. Bur, as it 
is repreſented in the Doctor's Tranſlation, ex- 
cluding the Son from any proper Efficiency 
in the Work of Creation, it is diametrically op- 
poſite ro the ananimous Senſe of the Antients, 
and to Enſebins too; as hath been ſhown 
above f. | Tp 

Pag. 100, 101. The learned Doctor has two 
Citations from Chry/o/fom and Baſil; who in- 
terpret the Text, of Power, as the Doctor alſo 
does of Power. But if the Doctor means one 
thing by Power, and They another, and the 
Ideas be intirely different; their Interpretation 
and his muſt be as different as the Ideas are: 
And it is not fair to quote them as agreeing in 
the Thing, when They agree only in the Name. 
I have + before took notice how the Doctor 


dealt with Chry/oſtorm, in order to conceal the 


good Father's true meaning. I ſhall here ob- 


Qu. 11. p. 206 + Qu. II, p. 183. 7 Qu. 23. p. 368. 
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ſerve, how He perverts Baſil's Senſe, by a ſmall 
and ſeemingly flight Turn in his Tranſlation. 
* Ba/il's Words are ie xa} Tavrov xa@ aus, 
That is, Equal, and the very ſame, in reſpet? 
of Power. The Doctor drops equal, which 
would have diſcovered Baſil's meaning; and 
renders it, One and the ſame in Power. And 
thus Baſil's Words, which are utterly repugnant 
to the Doctor's Hypotheſis, are improved into 
a Conceſſion in favor of it. | 

Pag. 102. He gives us a low and lame Con- 
ſtruction of a noble Paſſage in f Ireneus. The 
Words, xa Y en g dF, He renders, in 
@ divine and glorious Manner : The true ren- 
dring is, in his divine and glorious Character: 
Namely, that which He had as God, and Son 
of God. Trenæus, in that Chapter, is repre- 
ſenting the Son as acting at different Times, itt 
a different Character or Capacity. When He 
appeared to the Patriarchis, then He acted in 
his higheſt Capacity, in his divine Character. 
What that Character is, + Irenæus explains, 
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fadla ſunt, c frue ipſo ſactum eſt nihil, Iren, p. 191. 
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a little above, in the ſame Chapter: It is, as 
He is the Nord, the Framer (or Maker) of 
all Things, who ſitteth upon the Chernbims, 
and containeth all Things, who is the Son of 
God, and God. This — what is meant by 
the To YJtixey %, w9d:Zory and, at the fame time, 
ſhows that, according to Jrenæus, the Abe 
who is God, then acted in his own proper 
Character, and not in the Perſon of the Fa. 
ther only; which the Doctor would infer from 
this Paſſage. 

Pag. 115. He cites a place of Juſtin Martyy, 
where He renders the Words, which you ſee 
in the“ Margin, thus. Ir was not God the 
Creator of the Univerſe, which then ſaid to 
% Moſes, that He was the God of Abraham, 
and the God of Iſaac, and the God of Jarob. 
An uncautious Reader might imagine from this 
Paſſage, put into this View, that the Son is 
not God abſolutely, nor Creator of the Uni- 
verſe, according to Juſtin. But the mean- 
ing is, that That divine Perſon, who called 
Himſelf God, and was God, was not the 
Perſon of the Father (whoſe ordinary Charas 
cter is that of Maker of all Things) but ano- 
ther divine Perſon, viz. God the Son, The 
unlearned Reader ſhould be told, that what is 
here ſaid by Juſtin, was in diſpute with a Few, 
who would not acknowledge more divine Per- 
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fons than One, It was Juſtiu's Buſineſs to 
ſhow, that there was a divine Perſon, one 
who was God of Abraham, 1/aac, and Jacob, 
and was not the Father; and therefore there 
were two diviue Perſons. The learned Doctor, 
upon his Principles, could not, in that way, 
have confured the Few; fo far as I apprehend 
of Juſtin's Argument: For the Few might re- 
that it was an Angel ſpeaking in the Per. 
fon of God; and that therefore the Father on- 
ly was God notwithſtanding. But Juſtin in- 
iſts upon it, that there was another Perſon, 
befides the Father, who was really God of 
Abraham, &c. If this is to be taken for a 
Conceſſion, it may be caſily ſeen on what Side 
it is. | | 
Pag. 116. The Doctor does not do Juſtice to 
Hilary. Inſtead of called Lord and God, which 
is diminutive, it ſhould have been, declared 
to be Lord and God: But this may appear 
flight. Such another flight inaccuracy appears 
in his affecting ro tranſlate God his Father, 
inſtead of God the Father (p. 104. 179.) which 
however ſhows roo much leaning to a Cauſe; 
and helps to convey a falſe Idea to the Engli/ 
Readers. | | | 
Pag. 251. He has a long Citation from No- 
vatian ; in which all proceeds ſo fair and plau- 
ſible, that a Reader, already poſſeſs d with the 
Doctor's Scheme, and carrying it in his Head, 
may think that every Thing falls in naturally 
with it. But, at length, the Doctor 1 to 
#0] * ſome 


& retorquetur. ibid. c. 31. 
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* ſome croſs Words, and ſuch as, if ſuffered to 

pear, would haye made the Reader conſtrue all 
backwards, and have given quite another Light t6 
all that goes before or after. Here He ſtops ſhort, 
breaks off in the middle of a Sentence, paſſes 
oyer the offenſive Words, draws a Line, skips 
to the next Sentence, and goes gravely on to 
amuſe his Reader. A Writer is not to be blamed; 
in ſome Caſes, for taking what is to his pur- 
poſe, and omitting the reſt: Bur, as the Caſe 
is here, the beſt and, indeed, only Light to di- 
rect the Reader te the true meaning of what is 
cited, is left out. The word Divinity, fot 


inſtance (which occurrs twice in that Paſſage) 


an Engliſh Reader will be apt to take in the 
Doctor's Senſe ; and indeed can hardly do other- 
wiſe: But had the whole appeared, He could 
not hut ſee how much the Doctor is miſtaken: 
I muſt obſerve to you, that (p. 336, 337.) the 
Doctor deals with Novatian, and this very 
Paſſage, almoſt in the ſame manner, again # 
Excepting that growing a little bolder, He takes 
more freedom in his Tranſlation. Mind the 
Words in (5.3 37.) By the Son in f actnowiledg- 


nent return d; and compare, per Subſtantie 


* Unus Deus oſtenditur Verus & Æternus Pater, a quo Solo Hæc 
vis Divinitatis emiſſa, etiam in Filium tradita & direta rurſum per 
Subſtantie Communionem ad Patrem revolvitur. Deus quidem oſten- 
ditur Filius cui Divinitas tradita & porrecta conſpicitur, & tamen 
nihilominus nus Deus Pater probatur. Novat. c. 31. | 

+ The Latin is, reciproco meatu illa majeſtas atque divinitas ad 
Patrem qui dederat eam rurſum ab illo ipſo Filio miſſa revertitur 
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Communionem, a little before. Novatian, in this 
place, had no thought of Acknowledgments, not 
any thing like it: But was intent upon quite ano-· 
ther Thing; explaining and illuſtrating, as well 
as He was able, the Union and Communion of 
Hubſtance in Father and Son; and ſhowing how 
all recurs ro one Head and Fountain : On which 
account the Father might be reaſonably tiled 
the one God, in as much as the Son is fo in- 
timately one with Him, as to be reckon'd, in 
a manner, to Him, and not another God from 
Him. Ir is all but one Divinity, or divine 
Subſtance, of the Father in Both. | 

Pag. 254. We may obſerve another Turn, by 
way of Tranſlation. The“ Greek you may fee | 
in the Margin, which the Doctor renders thus: 
* That Jeſus Chriſt, our Lord and God incar- 
nate, is not the Father, nor, as the Sabel. 
lian would have it (that ſame Perſon who 
«* is ſtiled) the only God; This the Holy Scri- 
«« ptures every where Teſtify. The literal and 


Plain Tranſlation is thus: That Jeſus Chriſt, 


our Lord and God incarnate, is not the Fa. 
ther, nor (in the Sabellian Senſe) the only 
God, the Holy Striptures every where Teſtify. 
This meaning, you fee, is clear, plain, and eaſy, 
without the Doctor's Embaraſments ; and is 
undoubredly the true Senſe of the Author. But 
ſuch a hint as this might have made an unlucky 
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diſcovery to the Reader; Namely, that a Man 
may believe the Son to be the only God, with- 
out being a Sabe/lian. 15: ue 

In the fame Page, The Doctor has anothet 
Quotation from Athanaſius (if that Treatiſe 
be his) which, had He gone on but a few Words 
farther, would have appeared Contradictory to 
to the purpoſe, for which it was brought. 
There is but one God, becauſe one Father; 
but the Son alſo is God, having a ſamenels 
„with the Father, as a Son; not that He is 
« the Father Himſelf; but in Nature united with 
the Father; two indeed in Number, but one 
* intire Eſſence. This is the whole Sentence 
literally tranflated ; and the Senſe of it is clear: 
The cutting it into halves, only to repreſent 
one part under another View, is not giving 
the Senſe of a Writer, but mating one for 
Him. 

P. 255. The Doctor cites another Paſſage 
from Athanaſius; and by the Turn He gives it, 
ſtifles the true Senſe of the Author. f The 
word has no other ſort of Divinity, but that 
„which He derives from the only God, as 
being begotten of Him. 
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The true Conſtruction is This: 
The Word has no other kind of Divinity, 
but that of the only God; becauſe He is be- 
«+ gotten of Him. The plain meaning is, that 
the Godhead of Father and Son is all one: Di. 
rectly contrary to what the Doctor cites the 
Paſſage for. After I had wrote this, I found 
that the Doctor Himſelf (p. 317.) had tranſlated 
the Sentence in the very fame Words that J 
have done; excepting his putting derived lin- 
ſtead of begotten) which might convey a low 
lqdea to his Reader. But, not content with 
that, for fear a ſagacious Reader ſhould chance 
to diſcover the true Senſe of the Author, He 
inſerts a Note upon, Divinity; interpreting it 
(divine Power) in Contradiction to the Au- 
thor's known ordinary Senſe of $715, as well 
as to the Context. u | | 
Pag. 256. He cites * Gregory Nagiangen, 
and tranſlates Him thus: ** There is but one 
God; the Son and the H. Ghoſt being referr'd 
** to the one Cauſe. But then He adds a Note, 
which confounds all: Namely, fays He, as be- 
ing divine Perſons by whom the one God, or 
one Cauſe and Original of all Things, made 
and governs the Word. Right; if We are to 
reach the Fathers how to ſpeak: But what faid 
Gregory Nazianzen? It is this: We may, 
as Iconceive, preſerve (the Dotftrine of) one 
* T ncoire bY as, as 0 2705 A, thc pe O1⁰6, 8 tv ciner % 1 
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++ God, by referring both the Son and H. Ghoſt 
to one Caule, without Compoſition, or Con- 
% fuſion; and by aſſerting (as I may ſay) one 


and the ſame Movement, and Will of the 


« Godhead, together with Sameneſs of Eſſence. 
Here is not a Syllable about the one God's go- 
verning the World by his Son and his Spirit ; 
which, tho* a true Notion, is not ſufficient to 
account for the Unity; nor is it Gregory's Ac- 
count of it, as the Reader muſt have imagined 
from the Doctor's Comment. 

Pag. 323. The learned Doctor by wrong 
Pointing, and Miſtranſlating, perverts a Paſſage 
of Juſtin Martyr. But I have explain'd and 
vindicated the true Senſe of it * elſewhere. 

Pag. 325. He produces an excellent Paſfage 
of [renzus, and tranſlates it juſtly. Bur fear- 
ing it might ſound too high, He ſubjoins a leſſen- 
ing Note, to draw off the Reader's Thoughts. 
This Paſſage (ſays He) is parallel to Thoſe 
** wherein He calls the Son and Spirit the 


Hands of the Father, namely, executing his 


ill as perfectly, as a Man's own Hands 
perform the Will of the Man. But why may 


it not be rather parallel to thoſe Paſſages 


wherein the Author ſays, the Son and Holy 
Spirit are (in a qualified Senſe) the very Self 
of the Father? They are here called his own 
Of ſpring, and his own Figure, and all the 
Angels are ſaid to ſerve and do obeyſance- to 


Them. Does not this ſound ſomething higher 


| © Que 8, p. 131. 
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than executing the Father's ///. 1, however per. 
fefly? Or, than the low Metaphor about a 
Man, and his Hands, as the Doctor repreſents 
it? True, Jrenæus, and many other of the Fa. 
thers, uſe that Expreſſion, which They took 
from Scripture; but They underſtood a great 
deal more by it; The ſame as by * &rzpus, or 
virtus, the might) Pawer of God, and God 
Himlelf. 

In the ſame Page, He cites . excellens 
Paſſage of f Ireuæus; and I am glad to have 


this Opportunity of ſerting before the Reader, 


in its true Light, fo illuſtrious a Teſtimony of 
a Co-eternal and Co-effential Trinity. The 
kiteral Tranſlation of the Greek may run thus: 


Man being created and faſpion d, is made 


{+ after the Image and Likenels of the ancreat- 
ed God: The Father ning and giving 
© out Orders; the Son exccuting and creating 
the Holy Ghoſt ſupplying Nutriment and 
** Increaſe. Here you'l obſerve, that the joint 
Operations of the three divine Perſons, con- 
curring in the Creation of Man, are ſet forth 
in fuch a Manner, as to intimate both the di- 
ſtinct Perſonality, and Unity of Eſſence. That 
Irengus ſuppoled rhe three Perſons to be the 
one ayes Otos, or eternal God, here ſpoken 


. Vid. Tertull. Coutr. Hermog- c. 45+ Euſeb in Pſalm, p. 
701, 722. Athanaſ. p. 214. 880. Ed. Bened. Hieron. Tom. 4. 
P- 49. Ed. Dened. 
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of, may appear ; I. From his introducing the 
three Perſons immediately after, as Expla- 
natory of ir. 2. From à his underſtanding 
Cen. 26, 1, of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 
Let Us make, and allo, after Our Image, 
ſo that the Image of any one is the Image 
of all. 3. From JIrenzuss other known 
Principles; his aſſerting the Son- to be in- 
fetus, or ae; (uncreated) and ſup 

: |F ſing the Son and Holy Ghoſt, to be the > Se 
| of the Father; and ſpeaking of Father and Son 
together, as oe God. 4. From ſeveral Hints, 
in the ſame Chapter, all confirming this Senſe. 
One Character of the es, there given, is 
rie: The ſame Character is, in the fame 
Chapter, © applied to the Son, in the ſame 
Senle. All Things, but the & n, are ſaid 
to be in 4 Fubjection among which Things, 
Ireuæus can never be ſuppoſed to include the 
Son and Holy Spirit. And farther, every thing 
that is not, as, comes ſhort of Perfection, 
according to © Irenæus; who, at the ſame time, 
aſſerts the Perfection of the Son, as before ſaid. 
Theſe Things conſider'd, the meaning of Jre- 
neus, in this Paſſage, appears to be, that the 


a Manus Dei ad quas pater loquens, dicit, Faciauus Hominem 
ad Imaginem & Similitudinem Nosr RA. Iren. l. 5. c. 1. p. 293. 
lIdem ipſe qui ab initio plaſmavit Adam, cum quo & loquebatur 
Pater: Faciauus Hominem ſecundum Imaginem & Similitudinem 
Nosra Au. ly. c. 15. p. 312. | 
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three divine Perſons are one eternal, or un- 
created God, as alſo one Creator. How then 
came the Doctor to cite ſuch a Paſſage, which 
threatens nothing but Ruine and Heſtruction 
to his Principles? The Cale is this: The learn- 
ed Doctor. by a ftrange over. ſight. read 7 2 Or, 
\ inſtead of 7 0. [aTges, tho Both the Greek and 
the old Earn agree in this laſt Reading. This 
Alteration, in the Text, ſpoils all the Elegance, 
and alters the whole Turn of the Sentence: Be- 
ſides this, the Doctor tranſlates der, un- 
begotten, inſtead of unmade; not obſerving the 
Aulitheſis, between yanyTos "ArFporos, and 4 
jure Oe, nor attending to, Infecti Dei, in 
the old Tranſlation; which might have ſer 
Him right. Thus far I have gone on with 
ſome & the Doctors Quotations; but give me 
leave to, ſtep back for a few more, which | 
have overlook'd. Fe El 

P. 308. The learned Doctor produces a Paſ- 
ſage of Baſil, which He renders thus; very 
ſurprizingly. We affirm that according to 
the natural Order of Cauſes and Eęecte, the 
*« Father muſt have the pre eminence before 
the Son. Whoever heard before, from any 
Catholick, that the Son was an Effect of the 
Father? Could Ba. ſay this? If the Doctor 
would bur have ſuffer d * very next immediate 
Words, which make part of the Sentence, to 
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appear, They would have undeceived his Reader. 
The literal Conſtruction of the whole Sentence 
is this: We do indeed allow, that, in reſpect 
of the natural Order of (Emanative) Cauſes 
and Things iſſuing from them, the Father is 
« Prior in Order to the Son: Bur as to any 
Difference in Nature, or Priority of Time, 
„we allow no ſuch Thing. Baſil had juſt be- 
fore * explain'd what He meant by the Fa- 
ther's being Prior in order of Cauſality, 
by the Inſtance of Fire, and Light ſtreaming 
from it. 

Pag. 317. The Doctor has another Citation 


from f Baſil, which He renders thus: There. 


fore our Lord faith, all mine are thine, as 
referring to the Father, the original Cauſe of 
„all Things: And thine are mine; as ſigni- 
fying that from the Father was derived to 
Him the Power of producing Things. The 
true Rendring is thus, very near the Letter. 
Therefore our Lord faith, all mine are 
e thine, in as much as the Original of the 
Creatures is referr'd up to the Father: And 
** thine are mine, in as much as the Power of 
Creating deſcends from Him, to the Son. 
That is, with his Eſence, as Baſil explains 
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it a little after. The Doctor, I preſume, did 
not care that his Reader ſhould know, how 
clearly Baſil diſtinguiſnes the Son from the 
( Anuwpynua®) Creatures; and not only fo, 
bur ſuppoſes the Creatures of the Father to be 
Creatures of the Son likewiſe. J may juſt take 
notice, how particularly fond the learned Doctor 
is of the Phrale, was produced (Cee p. 275. 277. 
281. 291) which He uſes frequently, without 
any warrant from the Authors He tranſlates; 
and for no other reaſon, that I can ſee, but be- 
cauſe it is apt to convey a low Idea (the Idea 
of a Creature, tho' the Doctor does not like 
the name) to the Engliſh Reader. 

I ſhall proceed no farther in this Article, hav- 
ing given Inſtances enough ro ſhow that ſome 
Abatements and Allowances ſhould be made us, 
for ſuch Conceſſions, as are really no Concel- 
ſions in the Authors Themſelves. Upon the 
whole, one might really wonder that the 


learned Doctor, who had ſo wide a Field of 


Antiquiry to range in, and was only to 
pick out ſuch Paſſages, as running in general 
Terms, or taken ſeparately, might be made 
to appear under ſuch a View as He intended, 
ſhould produce no more; but be forc'd even 
to wreſt and torture ſeveral of thole He had 
found, by prefacing, commenting, and tranl- 
laating. to accommodate Them at length hardly, 
and after great Reluctance, to his Purpole. 
You will fay, perhaps, that the Doctor ſets light 


by the Fathers, and lays no ſtreſs upon Them: 


I ſhall 
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[ ſhall believe you, when He fairly gives them 
up. Ar preſent, ir muſt be thought that They 
are eſteem'd of ſome Moment, when a Book is 


ſtuffed with Quotations our of Them, and ſo 


much pains taken to make Them any way ſer- 
viceable. One that ſets ſo great a value upon 
the meer appearance and ſhadow of Antiquity, 
can hardly be ſuppoſed to flight the Thing it 
ſelf: If the learned Doctor is ſo well contented 
with Conceſions only, ſnatch'd, in a manner, 
and extorted from the Antzents; how would 
He have rejoyced to have found Them come 
heartily, readily, and throughly into his Scheme, 
as They do into Ours ? 

II. But ſuppoſing all the Doctor's Quotations 
from the Poſt-Nzcene, or Ante-Nicene Writers 
had been at leaft real and full Conceſſions ; yet 
there is ſomething ſo peculiar in this new way 
of quoting Conceſſions, without taking notice 
of what ſhould come in to explain, or ballance 
Them, that we have reaſon ro except againſt 
it, as not a fair way of dealing. 

1. Becauſe, though the learned Doctor does give 
notice in his Preface, that we are not to take 
the Opinion of the Authors, in the whole, from 
thoſe Quotations; yet many may happen to 
read the Book without conſidering, or remem- 
bring a ſhort hint in the Preface; and fo may 


lay a greater ſtreſs upon thoſe Authorities than 


the Doctor intended. 91 
2. Becauſe the Doctor no where (in Scripture- 
Doctrine) gives any Marks of Diſtinction for an 
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ordinary Reader to underſtand, where He in- 
tended a Conceſſion only of an Author, and 
where his intire Opinion; where He agreed 
with the Doctor in part only, and where in 
the whole. Inſtead of this, He rarely lets his 
Engliſh Reader ſee more of any Paſſage, than 
may appear to comport with, and fayour his 
own Hypotheſes ; either ſtriking out what might | 
have diſcover d it to be a Conceſſion in part, or 
diſguiſing it in his Tranſlation, or explaining it 
away, by his prefacing ir, or commenting up- 
on it. Beſides, ſince Authors have very ſeldom, 
if ever, been cited in this manner (by Men of 
Character) in favour of ſuch Principles as They | 
really diſown'd and rejected in the main; Rea. 
ders will be apt to carry that Preſumption and 
Prejudice along with Them; and a ſhort Ad- 
vertiſement in the Preface, will not be ſufficient 
to prevent it. | 

3. Another reaſon againſt this Method is, that 
it gives a Handle to many to boaſt of the nu- 
merous Collections of Dr. Clarke againſt the 
Received Doctrine. See ( beſides others) the 
Diffiwaſrve from inquiring into the Doctrine 
of the Trinity (p. 28.) where this very ule is 
made of it. By this means, Truth is darken'd, 
Evidences perplex'd, and the common Readers 
rather puzzled and confounded, than. let into 
the true State of the Fact; ſo far as relates to 
the Judgment of the Anzzents. | 

4. It ſhould be conſider'd that the moral 
Obliquity and Tarpitude of miſquoting or. mil- 
FIRE | repreſenting 
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repreſenting Authors, conſiſts in this: That it 
is a means to deceive the Simple, to ſurprize 
the Unwary and Unlearned (who muſt, or will 
receive Things upon Truſt) it is taking Ad- 
is vantage of the blind Side of Human Nature, lay- 
ming a Snare for ſuch Readers (perhaps Ninety- 
is nine in a Hundred) as read not with due Care 
tand Thought. I do not fee but this very Me- 
r thod of the Doctor's (tho' He has endeavor'd 
It to leſſen the Scandal of it) is big with all this 
„ Miſchief. He has indeed given notice; and 
, wiſe Men and Scholars would have been ſecure 
f enough without it: Others will not be fo, with 
it: And therefore He is ſtill to take Advantage 
of the Ignorance of one, the Partiality of ano- 
| ther, the Forgetfulneſs of a third, the Credulity, 
Simplicity, Haſt, and Inadvertency of as many 
as come unprepared and unfurniſh'd to the read- 
ing his Citations. The Thing it ſelf, you may 
perceive, is equally miſchievous, however gilded 
over with ſpecious Pretences. And there's no 
more in it than this: Miſrepreſentation pra- 
tie d, and at the ſame time, ſeemingly defend- 
ed, and (tho* the learned Doctor does not per- 
ceive it) it is really nothing elſe but contriving 
a way how to reconcile (if poſſible) a good 
Name, and an 211 Thing together. 

5. It might be of ill Example, fliould this 
method of citing Authors (never before uſed by 
good and great Men) grow into Vogue. A 
Romaniſt, for inſtance, might, in this way, un- 
dertake to defend ſome of the Romi/h _— 

| | c 
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It would be eaſy for Him to make a numerous 


Collection of Teſtimonies from the Fathers; 
and as much to the purpoſe, as the Doctors 
Collection is. Two Inconveniencies He might 
foreſee; one to his own Character, upon dif. 
covery; the other to his Cau/e, becauſe His 
own Citations might be turn'd againſt Him. To 
obviate the former, He might declare before. 


hand, that He did not cite places out of theſe 


Authors ſo much to ſhow what was the Opi- 
„ nion of the Writers themſelves, as to ſhow 
how naturally Truth ſometimes prevails by 


4+ jts own native Clearneſs: And to obviate 


the latter, He might ſay, He alledged the Teſti- 


 monzes not as Proofs, but as Illuſtrations only. 
Thus the Writer might ſeem to come off pretty 


handſomly : But, in the mean while, the un- 


learned and unthinking might be led afide by 
the fair ſhow of Authorities; and all the Re- 
' medy left for them is, Si Populus vult decipi, 


decipiatur. Theſe are my preſent Sentiments 


of the Nature and Tendency of this new and 


extraordinary. Method of Citing ; which, how- 
ever, I ſhall be very glad to alter, if I ſee any 


good Reaſon for it. To me it ſeems that it 
ought never to be practis'd, tho' to an 
beſt Cauſe in the World. n 


III. After all, I muſt obſerve to you, ſuppoſing 


the Method to have been ever fo fair, and the 


Conceſhons both many and real, the Doctor has 
ſtill failed in his main point, of making out the 
Importance of thoſe Conceſſions, to the Caule in 

Hand 
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and Co. eternity. This was the Concluſion 
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Hand. There the Streſs ſhould have been laid: 
We did not want to know what Conceſſions the 
Fathers, in general, had made; being ready at any 
Time to make the fame Concefhons: But ſhow us 
the Connexion between theſe Conceſſions, and the 


Doctor's Concin/ion, This is the Point which 


ſhould have been laboured ; and which required 
all the Learning and Acuteneſs which the Door 
is Maſter of. As thus: The Fathers aſſerted 
the firſt Perſon only to be unbegotten, or un- 
originate; therefore They muſt of Conſequence 
make the Son no more than an inferior God, 
or no God. The Fathers ſuppoſed the Son /ab- 
ordinate, as a Son; therefore They muſt by ne- 
ceſſary Conſequence, deny his Conſubſtantiality 


which the Doctor was to draw out of thoſe 
Premiſes; and ſhow to be juſt and rrue. Bur, 


| inſtead of this, He drops the principal Thing; 


repeats indeed the Conceſſions, ſuch as They 
are, over and over; and, by a multitude of 
Words (not to ſhow any certain Connexion. 
but only a verbal Reſemblance) He at length 
ſlips his Concluſion into their Places. There is 
really nothing more, in this Management, than 
interpreting J what the good Fathers meant 
Well; giving a low Senſe to Words and Phraſes 
which They intended in a High one; and pat- 
ting an Arian Conſtruction upon Catholick Ex- 
preſſions. This is all that the learned Doctor 
hath really done by the help of thoſe Conce /. 
ſeons. In the fame way, a Man may quote = 

the 
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the Conceſſious of the Fathers about a proper 
Sacrifice, in favor of the Sacrifice of the Maſs: 
Or Their Conceſſions about a real Preſence, in 

favor of a ſubſtantial Preſence of Chriſt's Body 
and Blood in the Euchariſt. Only, if He would 
do it artfully and plauſibly, He ſhould take 
care to reſt in generals; and ſupply what is 
farther wanting. by Int imat ions. and Innuendos. 


This ſeems to have been the very Method 


which the learned Doctor has taken to grace, 
and ſet off many of his Propoſitions; the 
9. IT, 12. 17. 34, 35. 36. 39. 43, Sc. The 
Conceſſions there cited come not np to the 
points in diſpute betwixt Us, being moſtly ſuch 
general Things as may be admitted on either 
Side; and ſuch as would not have been ſuſpect- 


ed to favor the Doctor's Cauſe, in Oppoſition 


to Us, but by appearing in the Doctor's Book. 
To make them juir the better, the Doctor has 
form'd his Propoſitions, for the moſt part, in 
general, or ambiguous Terms; content to ſcat- 
ter Intimations of his Meaning here, and there, 
as He ſaw proper; and to truſt the reſt to the 
Sagacity, ſhould I ſay, or Weakneſs of his Rea- 
ders. And now, what is the reſult of this Me- 
thod of Citing, or what does it really prove? 
I will tell you frankly and plainly. Firſt, It 
=_ that general Expreſſions are capable of 

ing put into different Views, and may be 
made to look this way, or that (taken ſepa- 
rately) by Men of Wit. Secondly, It proves 
that when pertinent Authorities cannot 2 no 

| Writer 
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Writers in a Cauſe will be content with Any. 
This is All. Having ſeen what the learned Do- 
ctors Evidence from Antiquity amounts to; 

all next attend to what You have to ſay in 
defence of Him. 205 foes o F 

Vou perſiſt in it, that The Ante-Nicene Ha- 
there and Councils — agree with the Doctor 
in every Interpretation of Scripture, where- 
in He diſagrees with the School-Notions. By 
School Notzons (a Term of Art) I am to un- 
derſtand the Catholic prevailing Notions of the 
Bleſſed Trinity. And will you pretend to ſay, 
that the Ante. Nicene Writers agree with the 
Doctor in every Text ? How ſtrangely you de- 
ceive your ſelf? Do the Ante-Nzcene Writers 
interpret the firſt of St. John, ſo as to make the 


Father one God ſupreme; the Word another” 


God, an inferior God beſides Him. This is 
the Doctor's real and intended Interpretation of 
it; and your's too, however carefully you diſ- 
guiſe it. Did the Ante. Nicene Writers inter- 
pret the Doctor's 300 Texts, or any one of 
Them, ſo as to exclude the Son from being one 
God with the Father? No certainly: They 


declare the contrary, and proclaim Father and 


Son to be one God. Is it poſſible that the 
Ante-Nicene Writers (who. underſtood all the 
Texts to be conſiſtent with the Son's Con ſub- 
ſtantiality and Co eternity which the Doctor 
cites in Oppoſition to Both) ſhould interpret 
the Texts as He does? It is too great an Af. 
front to common Senſe, to pretend it. But the 
i Go Way 
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way is this: When the Doctor produces the 
Texts, He expreſſes bur part of his Sentiments; 
and in ſuch general Words, as Carholicks and 
Arians may Both agree in: And ſo far He and 
his Authorities go on together. Afterwards He 
comes out of generals, bringing the Words down 
to a particular reſerved meaning, before con- 
cealed (and which the Antients would have re. 
jected with Abhorrence) and ſtill He appeals. 
to the Antients, as agreeing with Him in his 
Interpretations, Thus, for Inſtance; in inter- 
preting the Texts which ſpeak of the Father 
as the one God, He finds ſome of the Antients 
| fay, the Father is Ad, the Son Second on- 
ly, or Subordinate, God of God. Very well: 
So //ays the Doctor too: And now, who can 
make any doubt whether the Antients agreed 
with Him in his Interpretations? But obſerve 
the Sequel: When the learned Doctor comes to 
explain his own Meaning of Ab, and Subs 
ordinate, it appears, from many broad Hints 
ſcatter'd here and there, to be this; that the 
Father only is neceſſarily Exiſting and ſtrictly 
Divine; The Son another Being, inferior in 
kind (or what comes to the fame, a Creature) 
directly contrary to all the Antients. Thus 
you ſee, while the Doctor keeps in gene- 
rals, and fpeaks his mind but by Halyes, He 
and the Antients may agree together; as He 
and We alſo do: But as ſoon as ever He comes 
to Particulars, and diſcovers his real and full 
Setitiments, there the Antients deſert Him; - 
| We 
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well as He, Us. But beſides this general An- 
ſwer, give me leave to obſerve that, as to ſe- 
veral particular Texts, The Doctor has no rea- 
ſon to pretend that the Aute-Nicene Writers 
ia general, were on his Side. Rev. 1. 8. is one 
of the Doctor's Texts, which He interprets 


of the Father; and inſiſts much upon ir, that 
the Antients applied the Title of Tavloxexmp, 


the Almighty, to the Father only. And yet 
nothing more certain than that That very 
Text was underſtood, by the Ante- Nzcene 
Writers, in general, of God the Son: Caths- 


licks and Heretic Both agreed in it. The 
Text was urged againſt the Catholirks, in the 


Sabetlian Controverſy; and was as plauſible 
a Text as any in the New Teſtament, on the 
Jabellian (ide: Vet the Catholicks admitted that 
it was to be underſtood of God the Son ; and 
readily allowed, in Conſequence of that Text, 
that the Son was 0 myoxearuep, the Almighty, 
as well as the Father. See Tertullian, Hip: 


polytus, and, probably, Origen, agreeing in 


this: The Doctor has not pretended to cite 
any Ante-Nicene Writer, who underſtood the 
Text otherwiſe; tho' He makes a ſhow of hay- 
ing the Antients in general on his (ide, in this 
very Particular, (Script. Doctr. p. 63.) with- 
out proving any thing more than that the Fa. 
ther was ordinarily or emphatically ſtiled 5 
Ta7xp4Twp, Which is true, but not pertinent; 

* Tertull, Contr. Prax. e. 17. Hippolyt. Contr. Noet. 6.6. p. 10 
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nor is it giving us the Sentiments of the Au. 
tients, with regard to this Text; but his own, 
Joh. 12. 41. is another noted Text, which the 
Doctor endeavors (Script. Doctr. p.102:) to 
interpret in favour of his own Hypotheſis; and 
makes a ſhow of Authorities, as countenancing 
Him in it. But none of his Authorities come 
up to his Point: So far from it, that They are 
all againſt Him; as I have ſufficiently proved 
under Query the Second, and elſewhere. The 
like may be obſerved of the Authorities which 
He produces (p. 114, 115.) to confirm his In- 
terpretation of Act. 7. 30, 31, 32. And I have, 
above, ſhown you as much of oh. 10. 30. and 
other the like Texts; where you pretend to 
have ſome Countenance from the Antients, for 
your Interpretation. In ſhort; there is not a Text 
which the Doctor can pretend to urge in favor 
of his main Doctrine, and againſt Ours; and at 
the ſame time ſhow that the Antients agree 
with Him. As ſeon as ever you interpret any 
Text directly againſt the Divinity of Chriſt, as 
underſtood by Us in the ſtrict Senſe, you go 
oft intirely from the Autieuts, and go on by 
your Selves. But enough of this. 

In anſwer to the latter part of the Query, 
you obſerve that the Reaſon why the Doctor 
doth not admit the Teſtimonies of the Fathers, 
as Proofs, 1s not beeauſe They are againſt 
_ #lim; but becauſe, tho They are clearly for 
Him, yet, in Matters of Faith, He allows of 
10 other Proof than the infallible Teſtimony 
f the Word of God, © One 
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One might be willing to believe this to have 
been the reaſon, why He would not admit Them 
as Proofs, if there were not another very plain 
one, why He could nor; could not withour in- 


. evitable Ruine and Deſtruction to his whole Hy- 


potheſis: An Adverſary need not deſire any 
fairer Advantage of the learned Doctor, than 
ro have the Iſſue of the Cauſe put upon the 
Doctor's Citations; taking in no more than is 


ablolutely neceſſary to clear the Senſe of the 
Authors, in thoſe very Paſſages. But waving 


this, let me ask you farther, why the Teſti- 


' monies of Fathers may not be admitted as 


Proofs, Inferior or Collateral Proofs? If I can 
know from Church-J/r:ters, and from Scri- 


ftare too, what was believed by the Church 


(in ſundry Articles) from the Beginning; I have 
then two Proofs of the ſame Thing, tho' not 
Both equally. Strong, or equally Authentick. | 
The Proof from Church-I/riters is an addi- 
tional, inferior Proof; but ſtill a Proof it is, 
probable ar leaſt, of ſomething, as to Fact; and 
not barely an Illuſtration of a Dogma, or Do- 
ctrine. Are we able to prove what were the 


Opinions of ſeveral Sects of Philoſophers from 


the Books which are extant; and may we not 
alſo prove what was the Faith of Chriſtians, in 


the ſame way, from the Books which They 


have left us? You add, The Authority of the 
Fathers, could it be proved to be unanimous. 
againſt Dr. Clarke, ought not to determine 
any Article of Faith. No; But it is a ſtrong | 
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; preſumptive Proof, that his Interpretation of 
| Seripture is not the true one: A Proof fo con- 
| fiderable, that I know not whether any thing 
| leſs than clear and evident Demonſtration ought 
over: rule it. For, you muſt remember rhat 
r. Clarke, or any Moderns, as well as the 
f 1 are fallible Men; and have only 
the ſame Human Reaſon to work with, which 
others had Sixteen Hundred Years ago, in an 
Age of Miracles, and near to the Days of In- 
| fpiration. Moderns, at fo great a diſtance off, 
way, at leaſt, as eaſily miſtake, in interpreting 
Scripture, as you ſuppoſe the Antient and Uni- 
| verſal Church to have done, in a momentous 
| Article of Faith. Well then; ſuppoſing that 
we had been for ſome Time debating this very 
Point of the Bleſſed Trinity, on the Foot of 
Scripture: Mens Wits are ſo various, that ſe- 
yeral 'nterpretations may be invented of the 
ſame Texts; And perhaps none of them ſo ma- 
nifeſtly abſurd, bur that They poſſibly may be 
true; nor fo manifeſtly right, but that They 
| pan bly may be wrong. What can we do bet- 
ter, in ſuch a Caſe, than appeal to thoſe who 
lived neareſt the Times of the infpired Writers? 
Their Judgment, their Deciſions, and conſe- 
quent Piackiee, are at length the ſafeſt Rule to 
65 by; at leaſt till you can ſhow us a better. 
| eripture, you' ſay, is the Rule; and fo fay I. 
Yon bring your Scripturc- Proofs ; and I pro- 
/ duce Mine. You have your Solutions of fach 
| Difficulties * 1 you with: I have Solu- 


tions 


— — n eo 


Q XXV. of ſome QUERIES. 455 


tions too, and ſuch, to be ſure, as I think 


Sounder, Better, and Juſter than Your's: You 
think the very contrary. Thus far, it is com- 
bating Text with Text, Criticiſm with Criticiſm, 
Reaſon with Reaſon; and cach fide will think 
his own Superior. Now, ſuppoſe I can farther 
produce a Cloud of Witneſſes, a numerous Com- 
pany of primitive Saints and Martyrs, confirm- 


, 
- 


ing my Interpretation, concurring in my Senti- 


ments. and corroborating my Reaſons: And 


ſuppoſe I find alſo that Thoſe, who took your | 
Side of the Queſtion, were condemn'd by the 


generality as Hereticks, and Corruptors of the 


Faith of Chriſt; this will add ſuch Weight, 
Strength, and Force to my Pretenſions, that 
impartial Men will ſoon perceive, which is the 
moſt probable, which the ſafer ſide, and which 


it behoves them to cleave to. This is ſo agree- 


able to the common Senſe and Reaſon of Man- 
kind; and the Advantage of having Antiquity 
of one's fide is fo apparent, that I'll venture to 
ſay, none ever talk'd againſt it, who did not 
ſaſpect, at leaſt, that Antiquity was againſt 
Them: And this I rake to be one of your 
greateſt Misfortunes in this Controverſy ; that 
you are ſenfible how much it would weaken 
your Cauſe to give up the Fathers; and yer, 
. you are certain, in the reſult, ro weaken it as 


much, by pretending to keep Them. 
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FE bether it be at all probable, that the pri- 
mitive Church ſhould miſtake in ſo material 
 @ Point as this is; or that the whole 
Stream of Chriſtian Writers ſhould miſtake 
in telling us what the Senſe of the Church 
was; and whether ſuch a Cloud of Wit- 
neſſes can be ſet aſide without weakening 
the only Proof we have of the Canon of 


| Scripture, and the Integrity of the Sacred 
Text? 


N Anſwer hereto, you admit that The Teſts 
mony of the whole Stream of Antiquity ts 
ufnicient to determine, in fat}, what Faith 
the Church hath always profeſ#d and declar d 
in her publick Forms. I am content to put 
the Matter upon this Iſſue; and let the Point 
be decided from tlieir Profcfions in Baptiſm, 
Creeds, Poxologies, Hymns, which were pub- 
lick Forms; and from publick Cenſures palsd 
upon Herericks, which are as clear Evidence, 

as the other, of the Church's Faith at that Time. 
Only 1 would not exclude Collateral Proofs; 
Boe as the declared Sentiments of Eminent 
Church Writers, the Interpretations of Creeds, 
left us by thoſe that recite Them; (ſuch as 
Thoſe of Irengut, Tertullian, and Others) and 
| L Hiſtory, telling us, what the Tra- 

tion of the Church yas, down to ſuch a Time. 
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From theſe put together, we have very clear 
and full Proof that the Catholicł Church did 
all along profeſs a Trinity of Conſubſtantial, 
Co. eternal Perſons, in Unity of Nature, Sub- 
/ ſtance and Godhead. This, the Incomparable 
5 Biſhop Bull has ſufficiently ſhown, in his De- 
. feuſia Fidei Nicenæ, Fudicium Eccleſie, and 
5 primitzva Traditio. Biſhop Stilling fleet pur 
ſued the ſame Argument, with Variety of Learn- 
ö ing, in his Findication of the Doctrine of the 
; Trinity, Chap. the 9th, which He concludes 
in theſe Words: Taking the Senſe of thoſe 
Articles, as the Chriſtian Church underſtood 
them from the Apoſtles Times, then we have 
as full and clear Evidence of this Doctrine, 
as we have that we received the Scriptures 
% from them. Dr. Clarke's and Dr. L hitbys 
Pretences, to the contrary, have been ſuffici- 
ently anſwer'd; partly by the learned Gentle- 
man, who wrote the True Scripture Doctrine 
Continued, and partly by theſe Sheets. Yoy 
have little to object, but that the Fathers did 
not aſſert an individual Conſubſtantiality, in 
your Senſe; which is true: And is no more 
than telling me, that They were not mad; 
when I contend that They were ſober. | 
Bur you add; the Queſtion is, whether, ſup- 
poſing the Fathers had unanimouſly declared 
for our Notion, whether (in 4 Queſtion not of 
Fat, like that concerning the Tanda of Ceri— 
pture, but of Judgment and Reaſoning) ſuch 
2 Teſtimony would prove that thoſe Feri. 
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ptures reveal it; or whether ſuch an Inter. 
 pretation of Scripture — would be as infalli. 
ble as Scripture it ſelf. - Bur this is no Que- 
ſtion at all between us. What we pretend is, 
that we have as good Proof of the Doctrine of 
the Church, as of the Canon of Scripture, 
Whether the Church, after the Apoſtles, was as 
iufallible as the Apoſtles themſelves, is quite 
another Queſtion. We think it very unlikely 
that the Apoſtolick Churches ſhould not know 
the mind of the Apoſtles; or ſhould ſuddenly 
vary from it, in any Matter of Moment. We 
look upon it as highly improbable that the Faith 
of thoſe Churches ſhould ſo ſoon run counter 
do any thing in Scripture ; ſince They had the 
| beſt opportunities of knowing what Scripture 
| meant; were made up of wile and good Men, 
Men who would ſooner die than commit any 
Error in that kind, wilfully. Upon this, we 
believe the concurring Judgment of Antiquity | 
to be, tho” not znfallible, yet the ſafeſt Com- 
ment upon Scripture; and to have much more 
Weight in it, than there generally is m Wit and 
Criticiſm; and therefore not to be rejected, 
where the Words of Scripture will, with any 
5 S bear that Interpretation. This is 
ufficient for us to ſay, or pretend. We have 
as plauſible Arguments, to ſpeak modeſtly, from 
Scripture, as you can pretend to have: Nay, 
we think your Notions utterly irreconcilable 
with Scripture, according to the natural, obvi- 
ous, grammatical Conſtruction of Words. And 
ö 298 beſides 
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beſides all this, we have, what yoy want, the 
concurring Senſe of the Antzents plainly for us. 
The Queſtion then is not, whether Scripture 
and Fathers be equally infallible: All the Fa- 


thers together are not ſo valuable, or ſo cre- 


| dible, as any one inſpired Writer. But it is 


lainly this: Whether the Antient Heretzchs, 


or Catholicks, as They have been diſtinguiſh'd, 


have been the beſt Interpreters of diſputed 
Texts; and whether we are now to cloſe in 
with the former, or the latter. You would 
inſinuate that you have Scripture, and we 
Fathers only: But we inſiſt upon it, that we 
have Both; as for many other Reaſons, ſo alſo 


for this, becauſe Both, very probably, went 


together: And as you certainly want one; ſo 
it is extremely probable that you have neither; 
for this very Reaſon, among many others, be- 


cauſe you have not Both. This Argument is 
of Force and Weight; and will hardly yield to 


any thing ſhort of Demonſtration; much leſs 


will it yield to ſuch fort of Reaſonings as you | 


are obliged to make uſe of, wanting better, to 

ſupport your #ovel Opinions. 
he Sum of the whole Matter is this. The 
nnanimous Senſe of the Antients, upon any 
Controverſial Point, is of great Moment and 
Importance towards fixing the Senſe of Scri- 
pture, and preventing its being ill- uſed by de- 
ſultorious Wits, who love to wander out of the 
common way; and can never want ſome co- 
lour for any Opinion almoſt whatever. We do 
! | 8 not 


„ 
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not appeal to the Autients, as if we could not 
maintain our Ground, from Scripture and Rea. 
fon, againſt all Oppoſers: This has been done 
over and over. Athanaſius, Hilary, Baſil, the 
two Gregoriet, Chryſoſtom, Auſtin, Cyril, and 
Others, undertook the Cauſe on the Foot of 
Scripture; and were caſily ſuperior to all the 
Arians. But ſince we have an Advantage, over 
and above Scripture Evidence, from .the con- 
cCurring Sentiments of Antiquity, we think it 
very proper to take That in alſo; and we ſhall 
not cally ſuffer it to he wreſted from i 


QUuERyY XXIX. 


H h het her or vas Reaſoning, in a matter above 
our Comprehenſion, be a ſafer Rule to go 
by, than the general Senſe and Judgment 
of the primitive Church, in the firſt zoo 
Tears; or, ſuppoſing it doubtful what the 
Senſe of the Church was within that time, 
Gale, what. was determin 'd by a Council 
of Wo Biſhops ſoon after, with the great- 
eſt Me and Deliberation, and has ſatisfied 
Men of the greateſt. Senſe, Piety and 
Learning, 4006 over the Chriſtian World, 


for 1400 Tears ſince, may not fers wiſe 


aud good Men now? 


'ſ #* 
* „ 


ice knew nothing of Individual Conſub- 
| ſtantiality: 


'ERE vou il. me, as uſual, whca you 
have little elſe td ſay, that the Council 


5 moet.” ron Sd ii. Ba — © 
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ſtantiality: And then you add, pleaſantly, that 


you turn the Query againſi the Queriſt, and * 


lay claim to the Nicene Confeſſion. What? 
Lay claim to a Confeſſion made in direct Oppo- 
ſition to the Men of your Principles? You ſay. 
if any Conſubſtantiality is to be found in that 
Creed, it is the Specifick, not Individual. And 
what if it were? Would that give you any 
claim to the Nzcene Confeſſion? Are God and 
his Creatures Con ſubſtantial, of the ſame rank, 


fort, kind, or Species? You are forc'd to have 


recourſe to a Higurative Senſe, which Pre- 
tence I have obviated above. You are ſo kind 


to the Queriſt, as to be willing to ſuppoſe and 


believe, that He ig not Ignorant of the true? 
and only Senſe of the word oyoun; ; meanin 
thereby the Specrfick Senſe. In return, Ill be 


ſo juſt to you, as to ſay, that you underſtand 


the word very right: And yet the Nicene Fu- 
thers did not teach a meerly Specifick Cunſub. 
ſtantiality. The word ovosncs expreſſes theit 
Senſe; but not their who/e Senſe, in that Ar- 
ticle. It expreſſes an Equality of Nature, and 


| ſignifies that the Son is as truly Equal in Na- 


ture to the Father, as one Man is Equal to 
another ; or any individual Equal to another In- 
dividual of the ſame Sort or Fpecies. And this 
was chiefly to be inſiſted on againſt the Arzans, 


who denied ſuch Equality, making the Sox a 


Creature. Wherefore the true Reaſon, to uſe 


Dr. Cudworth's Words, only mutandit mut an- 


lis, wby the Nicene Fathers laid fo great à 
| ſtreſs 
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ſtreſs, upon the dh,, was not becauſe this 
alone was ſufficient to make Father and Son one 
God; but becauſe They could not be ſo with. 
out it. Ouotoi & the Son muſt be, or He 
could not be God at all, in the ſtrict Senſe; 
and yet if He was barely oposous, like as one 
Human Perſon is to another, the #0 would be 
to Gods. And therefore the Nicene Fathers, 
not content to ſay only that rhe Son is Au 
inſert likewiſe, God of God, Light of Light, Be. 
gotten, &c. and, of the Subſtance of the Father, 
and this They are known to have declared over 
and over, to be without any druiſion : All 
which taken together expreſſes a great deal 
more than h⁰⁰,s̃e would do alone; and are, as 
it were, ſo many qualifying Clauſes, on purpoſe 
to prevent any ſuch Miſconſtruction and Miſ- 

rehenſion, as the word might otherwiſe be 
liable to. The good Fathers, like wiſe Men, 
at once maintain'd the Equality of Nature, 


* Hi Tres, quia Unizs Subſtantia ſunt, Unum ſunt; & Summe 
unum ſunt, ubi nulla Naturarum, nulla eſt diverſitas Voluntatum. 
Si autem Natura Unum eſſent, & Conſenſione non eſſent, non 
Summe unum eſſent: Si vero Natura diſpares eſſent. unum non 
eſſent. Hi ergo Tres, qui Unum ſunt propter ineffabilem Con- 
junctionem Deitatis, qua ineffabiliter Copulantur, Unus Deus eſt. 
Aug. Contr. Maxim. |. 2. p. 698. | 

This is very full to our purpoſe; and, by the way, may ſhow, how 
far St. Auſtin was from Sabellianiſm ; which ſome have weak!y pre- 
tended to charge Him with. But there are many Paſſages in this 
Piece againſt Maximin, one of his very lateſt Pieces, full againſt Sa- 
bellianiſm, as, well as againſs Arianiſm. I may juſt remark, that 
there is a deal of difference between Unius Subſtantiæ, and Una Sub- 
ſtantia, Two Men are Unius ejuſdemque Subſtantiæ, not una Sub- 
ftantia. But the three Perſons are not only unius Subſtantiæ, but una 


Subſtantia, The moderg Senſe of Conſabſtantial rakes in Both, 
| which 
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s © which H expreſſes, and the Unity of the 
e Godhead too. Guarding equally againſt Ari. 
- aniſm, and Tritheiſm, They took all prudent care 
e to preſerve the Co- equalily of the two Perſons, 
: without dzvzdingthe Subſtance, which was what 
e They intended. The learned Doctor * repreſents 
h this Matter ſomewhat crudely. He oblerves 
f upon the Words in the Nicene Creed (mals 
Us TY ATC Ao, TETERW i, & belag TY r- 
Tezs ) that the Son was not Himſelf that indi- | 
ö vidual Subſtance, from which He was begotten. 0 
. This He has ſo worded, that znd:vidnal Sub- 1 
| ſtance with Him can only fignify individual 9 

| Hypoſtaſis, or Perſon: And it is very true, 
| that the Son is not that Perſon, from whom, q 
or, of whom, He proceeded: But the Subſtance bl 
might be undivided, notwithſtanding; which | 

is all that any Catholic means by individual 
Subſtance. But their meaning, He fays, 

was; He was produced not from any other 

Subſtance (as Man was formed from the Duſt 

of the Earth) but, after an meffable manner, 

from the Subſtance of the Father only. Here 

He leaves out the principal Thing, Which the 

Arians aſſerted, and which the Carholicks 

guarded againſt, viz. Not from Nothing, not 

eZ CHN wmv. If therefore the Son, according 

to the Niceue Fathers, was not from any other 

Subſtance, beſides the Father's, nor from no- 

thing; it is very plain that (unleſs They ſuppoſed 

a Diviſion of Subſtance, which They abſolutely 
* Reply, p. 35. | 


reject) 
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reject) They ſuppoſed the Son to be of the 


ſame undivided, or individual Subſtance with 


the Father. As to the Suppoſition of his being 

roduced from any other Subſtance (as Adam 
was form' d from the Duſt of the Earth) there 
was very little occaſion to guard againſt it: The 
Notion is, in it ſelf, too ſilly for any Man to 
own. The Ariaus themſelves (againſt whom 
the Creed was contriv'd) never pretended it, 
but * expreſly difown'd it: Their noted Tenet 
was, that the Son was the „t Thing made. 
The Nicene Fathers deſign'd chiefly, to guard 
againſt the Suppoſition of the Son's being vum 
nothing. which was what the Arzans inſiſted 
upon; They and the Catholicks equally be- 
lieving it ridiculous to imagine any Subſtance 
to have been firſt made; and then the Son to 
have been made our of it. Wherefore, I hum- 
bly conceive, the true Reaſons why the Nzcene 
Fathers were ſo very particular in the Words, 
rer tei ix Tys 8mas Ty ware were, f firſt, to 
ſignify that They underſtood Generation in a 
proper, and not figurative Senſe; as the Arians 
did: And ſecondly withal to + ſecure the divine 
Dnity. For, if the Son were, ab extra, and 
independent of the Father; the Alliance, the 
| * Memorant Filium Dei neque ex aliqua ſubjacente materia geni- 
tum eſſe, quia per eum creata omnia ſint. Hilar. p. 832. 


+ Vid, Bull Def. F. N. p 114, 118. | 
 þ+ E aurs 4 a; , Ot0g ; ©e5, O55 g i Ott un- 
Ses; rn fe wy, d i N ddr Holag. Epiphan. p. 610. 

"ES Ms, * . 8 * 7 \ » he », y 14 
ov ws pn irigy aud iaurbn hi, 89" Re mim; z 
a pln TY trięe nn, ep xc Tun mu. At hanaſ. Orat. 4. p. 617. 

O92 4% Ox; 5 vs. 8 4p Ruge, imroyn, Orat, 3. p. 753. 
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Relation, the Unity of the Perſohs, in the Tame 
Godhead, had (upon their Principles) been loſt ; 
and Dit hei ſin unavoidable. W 
This may be enough to ſatisfy you, that, what- 
ever the word eyoxn@» may commonly ſignify; 
yer the Nicene Fathers meant à great deal 
more than a Speciſic Unity; if not by that 
word, ſingly conſider'd. yet by that taken toge. 
ther with the reſt, which were put in to explain 
it. The word may - jndifferently ſerve to ex- 
preſs an Equality of Nature, whether the Hy- 
poſtaſes be undivided, or whether They have 
a ſeparate Exiſtence. It was therefore prb- 
perly enough applied, in the Creed: And cafe 
was taken that both Generation, and Conſub. 
flantiality, ſhould be underſtood in à Senſe 
ſuitable to Things divine; that is, taking from 
the Idea all that is low, mean, and imperfect; 
and applying only ſo much as might compott. 
with the Majeſty, Dignity; and Perfections of 
the adorable and incomprehenſible Trinity. 
You ſeem to be apprehenſive, that you miſt; 
at length, be obliged to give up the Nicene 
Creed, as utterly inconſiſtent with your Prin- 
ples; as indeed it is. And therefore, in the 
next place, you endeavour to leſſen the Credit 
of it; alledging, that e Council of Antioch 
before, and the Council of Ariminum, and other 
Councils, after ( ſome of Thein with a greater 
Number of Biſhops than met at Nice) deter- 
min'd egainſt the ↄh⁰⁰i % The Objection 
drawn from the a of the Council. 
H h 0 
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of Antioch, about Sixty Years before the 
Council of Nice, you find largely anſwer' d by 
*Biſhop Bull. They condemn'd the word, as 
it had been miſunderſtood and miſapplied by 
Paul of Samoſata; but eſtabliſh'd the very 
ſame Doctrine with the Nzcene Fathers. I may 
anſwer you briefly, upon your own Principles. 
You ſay, Paul of Samo ſata was condemn'd for 
holding own@r, in the Senſe of individual 
Conſubſtantiality (. 118.) which, if it be true, 


was reaſon good enough for condemning Him; 
as you underſtand Individual, that is, in a 


Sabellian Senſe. The Remark of Hilary, who 


goes upon the ſame Suppoſition which you do, 


may here be pertinently cited; and may ſerve 
as a ſufficient Anſwer. Ir is obſervable that 
Hilary makes the Number of Biſhops in the 
Antiochian Council no more than 80; Atha- 
naſius, but 70; Euſebius, an indefinite Num- 
ber, very many. It does not appear that They 
were near ſo confiderable as the famous Coun- 
cil of Nice of 318 Biſhops. 

You next mention the Council of Ariminum ; 
and give a hint of other Councils. It would 
have been but fair to have told us what other 
Councils you meant, which had, as you ſay, 
a greater Number of Biſhops than met at Nice. 


Def. F. N. p. 29, Ce. See alſo Mr. Thirlby. Anſw, to Whilton, 
p. 1o3. Defence, p. 96. ä 
+ Male intelligitur Homouſion: quid ad me bene intelligentem? 
Male Homouſion Samoſatenus Confeſſus eſt: Sed nunquid Melius 
Arii negaverunt? Octoginta Epiſcopi olim reſpuerunt; ſed Trecenti 
& decem octo nuper receperunt. Hilar. de Synod. p. 1200. 


You 


1 
p 


* 


You know, I preſume, or at leaſt might ænow. 
that you cannot name One, beſides the C. 
cil of Ariminum; which I ſhall ſpeak to pre- 
ſently. Py 

yn Appendix (p. 154.) You fay the De- 
termination of the Council of Nice, for the 
oled, was rejected by a greater Council thai 
that of Nice, mer at Jeruſalem. But in theſe. 


few Words, you have two Miſtakes; or at leaſt; 


you have ſaid what you cannot prove. Enje- 
bius's Words, which you refer to, may mean 
no more than this, that the Council of Jeru- 
falem was the greateſt He had known, ſince 
the Famous one of Nice. Your other miſtake. 
is, that They rejected the Determination of 


the Council of Nice, Scr. How doth this ap- 


pear ? Did They ſay a word againſt it? Ot did 
They make any Declaration againſt either rhe 
Council of Nice, or the Ohie,VS? Not a Syls 
lable. But f They received Arius to Commu- 
nion; partly upon the good Emperor's Recom- 
mendation, who believed Him to have recanted; 
and to _ come in to the + true Catholick 


De Vita Conſtant. I. 4. c. 47. p. 474. See Valelius's Noten,. 
+ See the Hiſtory in Socrat. I. 1. c. 33. Sozom. I. 2, c. 277 
Athanaſ. p. 734. | 0% te th 
+ Arius ſwore to the Emperor, calling God to Witneſs, that Hi 
believed in Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, as the whole Catholick 


' Church taught. Which the Empevor could take in no other Senſes 


but as it had been lately determin'd by the Catholick Nicene Fa- 
thers, See Sozom. |, 2. c. 29. 1 oY fy Es - 

And this may farther appear by the Emperor's putting Arius #8 
the Teſt afterwards, .to ſee whether He really acknowledged the Ni- 
cene Faith or no, See Socrat. |. 1. c. 38. x 
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Faith, as eſtabliſh'd at the Council of Nice; 
and partly upon Ar:ius's * own Confeſſion of 
Faith, which was ſo plauſibly worded, that it 
might eaſily paſs for Orthodox, tho' it wanted 
the word oe . Now, is it not very unac- 
countable in you to call this Rejecting the 
Determination for the hννj , when it was 
only receiving a Man, ſuppoſed by the Em- 
peror, and perhaps by many of the Council, ro 
have repented of his Hereſy, and to have em- 
braced every Thing that the Nicene Council 


had determin'd; the very Senſe and Meaning 


of *Oagms it ſelf, tho' not the Word. 

Paſs we on now to the Council of Arimi- 
num, in the Year 359. when the Ariaus had 
the /erular Power on their fide, and made ule 
of it, with all imaginable Severity. The whole 
Number of Biſhops in Council are computed 
at about b 400, and e not above Eighty of Them 
Arians. d All the Catholichs, at firſt, declared 
their unanimous Adherence to the Nzcene 
Creed; and proteſted againſt any new Form of 
Faith. All manner of Artifices, Frauds, and 
Menaces were contrived to bring Them and 
the Arians to ſomething like an Agreement. 
Yet the utmoſt They could do, was only to 
bring the Carholicks to ſubſcribe a © Confeſſion 


a Extat. in Sozom. . 2. C. 27. nk 1 a 
b Sulpic. Sev. p. 267. Athanaſ. p. 7 20% Maximin the Arian 
males the whole Number 330. Auguſt. Collat. Tom. 8. p. 650. 


c © Sulpic, Sever. p. 269. d Hilar. Fragm. p. 1341. 
Bag Catholicam diſciplinam, perfidia latente, loquereturi 
pic. p. 373+ ; 


OR | artfully 
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artfully worded in general Terms. And no 
ſooner did the Catholic Fathers, after their Re- 
turn Home, perceive how They had been im- 
poſed upon by ambiguous Terms, and over- 
reach d by Craft and Subtilty; but They * con- 
fels'd their Error, and repented of it with Tears. 
The Hiſtory of the Council at large is too tedi- 
ous for me to recite Here: It may be ſeen ei- 
ther in the original Authors, Athanaſius, Sul. 
picius Severus, Hilary, Socrates, Sozomen, 
Theodorit, and Ferom; or with leſs Trouble, 
and in leſs Compals, in Cave's Life of Atha- 
#aſius, or laſtly in Montfaucon'ss When you 
have well conſider'd the Arts and Practices of 
the Arians, much the ſmaller Number, in that 
Council, you may perhaps ſee reaſon to be 
aſhamed of having mention'd it, but no reaſon 
for oppoſing it to the celebrated Nicene Coun- 
cil. While the Council of Ariminum was free, 


and left to give their real Opinions; the Ariaus 


were condemn'd by a great Majority, and 
their Principals depoſed. Even, at laſt, you 
have no Reaſon to boaſt of their unanimous 
Agreement to a new Faith. It was a verbal 
Agreement only, to Expreſſions ſeemingly Ca- 


tholick : And probably, the Majority departed 


with the ſame high value and opinion of the 
Nicene Faith, which They brought with 
Them. Four Years after the Synod of Arimi- 


_ * Vid. Ep, Liber apud Socr, 1, 4. p. 183. Hicron, Contr. Lucifs 


Dial, Sulpic. Sever. 
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vum, * Athanaſius reckons up particularly the 
Churches which ill embraced the Nicene Faith. 
Thoſe of Spain, Britain, Gaul, all Italy, 
Dalmatia, Dacia, Myſia, Macedonia, Greece, 
Africa, Sardinia, Cyprus, Crete, Pamphylia, 
Lycia, Tſauria, Egypt, Libya, Pontus, Cap. 
Padocia, and the Churches of the Eaſt; ex- 
cepting a few that followed Arms. He calls 
them the whole World, and all the Churches 
throughout rhe World. He declares that He 
knows it, and has their Letters by Him to 
rove ir. And it is worth reciting what ac- 
count the Bifhops of Egypt and Libya, and 
among Them Athanaſeas, give cf the extent 
of the Nicene Faith, about Ten Years after the 
time that you pretend there was a 2 
Cauncit againſt it. Writing to the Biſhops in 
Africa, They begin thus: f It is the greateſt 
*« Satisfaction to us to have teen what Dama- 
« fas our Fellow-Miniſter, and Bithop of the 
great City of Rome, and ſuch a Number of 
0 Bie in Council with Him, beſides other 


* AthanaC Ep. at Jovian. pag. 981. Theod, E. H. . 4+ c. 3. 
Ces Liberius's Lerters =_ 367. apud Socrat. l, 4. c. 12. Damaſus's 
Leis. Sozom. l. 6. c. 23. 

Hoc eſt illud — ion, quod i in Concilio Niczno adverſus Hære- 
ticos Arianos, a Cathglicis Patribus, Veritatis Auctoritate, & Au- 
Goritatis Veritate firmatum eſt: quod poſtea in Concilio Ariminenſi 
(propter novitatem verbi, miaus quam potuit intellectam, quod 
tamen Fides Antiqua repererat) multi: Paucorum Fraude deceptis, 
Hæretica Impietas ſub Hæretico Imperatore labefactare tentavit. 
Sed poſt non longum Tempus, Libertate Eidei Catholicæ præ- 

palente, . Homquſion Catholicz Fidei danitate longe r de- 
FY A eſt, Auguſt, Tor, g. Pe 204+ | 
"4 WY Athanal, p. * 
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© Synods in Gaul and [taly, hath wrote in 


Defence of the true Orthodox Faith: That 


Faith, which Chriſt delivered, and the Apo- 
„ ſtles taught, and our Fathers aſſembled at 
Mice, from out of the whole Chriſtian World, 


handed down to us. So intenſe was their Zeal 


** at that Time, in regard to the Arian He- 
reſy; that They who had fallen into ir, might 
be reclaim'd; and that the Heads or Authors 
'* of it might have a Mark ſet upon Them. 
To this Determination ( of the — Fa- 
** thers) formerly the whole Chriſtian World 
*+* conſented: And at this very Time, many 
Councils have confirm'd and publiſh'd the 
fame: By means of which all They of Da/- 
 * matia, Dardania, Macedonia, Epirus, 
*« Greece, Crete, and the other Iſlands, Sicily, 
© Cyprus and Pamphylia, Lycia, Iſauria, all 
Egypt, the two Libyas, and the moſt of 
Arabia have acknowledged it. They go on 
to ſet forth the great Reſpect and Veneration 
due to the Deciſions of the Nicene Council; 


and ſhow how far it was preferable, in every 


reſpect, to all the Arian Synods; and partica- 
larly to the pretended general Council of Ari- 
minum, which ſome preſumed, at that Time of 
Day, to ſer againſt it. The whole would be 
well worth the Reader's peruſal, and thither I 
refer you, for a more particular Anſwer ; that 
you may learn hereafter, not to call eyery 
Thing hugely Romantick, which may have 
| happen'd to eſcape your Notice or Obſervation. 
Hh 4 I muſt 
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1 muſt take leave to tell you, there never was 
a Synod on your fide, ſo free, ſo large, fo, in 
every reſpec, unexceptionable as the Council 
of Nice was, Nay farther; that whatever Op- 
ſition was made to it, was carried on with 
Fach Wiles, Crafts, Subtilties, and refined Ar- 
 rifices, as every Honeſt Man fhould be aſhamed 
of: And farther, that, notwithſtanding all They 
could do, the Arians were not able long to 
maintain their Ground; but the Men who 
ſuſtain'd the Shock, and kept up the Credit of 
the Niceze Creed, were not only the moſt nu- 
' Wcrous, but appear to have been as wile, as 
judicious, and as pious Men, as ever the Church 
Was adorned with, ſince the Times of the 
. | Apoſtles. | 
I do not pretend that there is Demonſtration 
in this kind of Reaſoning, in favor of any Caule. 
But ic will have its Weight with cool and con- 
© fidering Men: Who refleCting, that Religion is 
not a Thing to be coin'd, and recoin'd every 
Month; that it has been thought on long and 
well, and by Perſons bleſs d with as good a Share 
oel Underſtanding, and as great Sincerity as any 
are, or have been; and that the generality of 


| the wileſt and moſt excellent Men, have hi- 


cherto gone on in ſuch a way, and that too 
after a ſtrict and ſevere Examination, being, well 
apprized of the Objections made againſt it; I 

ay, who, reſlecting thus, will be very cautious 
of Contradicting what ſeems to have been fo 

n 70 ſo 2 Orliberare?y fertled 4 and will be 
| rather 
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rather willing to ſuſpe& their own Judgment. 
and modeſtly decline what looks like leaning 
roo much to their own Underſtandings. How- 
cver, ſuch Conſiderations may be of uſe ro 
Thoſe who, not having Leiſure, Inclination, or 
Patience to examine throughly into this Con- 
troverſy (as perhaps few have) muſt be con- 


rent to judge as They can: And fince They 


find the fame Scriptures ſo very differently in- 
terpreted by the contending Parties, till They 


can Themlelves enter into the very Heart of 
the Controverly, how can They do better than 


cloſe in with Thoſe, who have been in Poſſeſ- 


ſion of this Faith for ſo many Centuries, and 


have had, in a manner, in every Age, for at 
leaſt Fourteen Hundred Years, I will venture 
to ſay, Sixteen, the moſt eminent Lights and 
Ornaments of the Chriſtian Church, to ſupport 
and defend it? This J mention as the ſafeſt 
way; and ſuch as will be taken by modeſt, 
humble, and diſcreet Men; being what They 
can beſt anſwer to God, and their own Con- 
ſciences, even tho', at length, ir ſhould prove 
Erroneous ; which yet has not hitherto, nor ever 
will be, I am perſwaded, made appear. As for 
Thoſe who chuſe ro go out of the common 
Road, and to run Counter to all that has hi- 
therto been called, and reputed Catholicł, or 
Orthodox; let Them look to it, and be it at their 
own Peril. They muſt believe that the Antient 
Hereticks were the Soundeſt Chriſtians; that 
che firſt general Council which met — all 

darts 
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Parts of Chriſtendom, and having no byaſs, ſo 
far as appears, to determine Them this way, or 

that, either did not know what was the Faith 
of their reſpective Churches, and what had been 


handed down to them by their Predeceſſors, or 


elſe wilfully and unanimouſly agreed ro corrupt 
it; and that too in a very material Article, in 
which the ſumm of the Chriſtian Religion is con- 
rain'd; and in which the Nature and Object of 
our Worſhip is very nearly concern'd. They 
muſt believe farther that the Churches, in ge- 
neral, throughout the Chriſtian World, through 
every Age (and cven fince the Reformation, up- 
on which Matters were ſtrictly look'd into, and 
carcfully re-examin'd) have fallen into the ſame 
Error; and ſo continue, even to this Day; ſome 
few private Men only, here and there, ſhowing 
their diſlike of it. Now, They who pretend 
this, muſt bring {ome very ſtrong Proofs to 
make good their Pretences. If They have not 
{ſomething very Weighty and Momentous to 
urge; ſomething that carries the Force and Evi- 
dence of Demonſtration with it, They are firſt 
very unreaſonab-è in calling us to attend to what 
ſo little deferves it; and next very inexcuſable 
in their Attempts to draw others into their pre- 
carious Sentiments, and to raiſe Doubts and 
Perplexities in the Minds of ſimple well-mean- 
ing Men. But ] pals on to. 
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Qu ERV XXX. 


Whether, ſuppoſing the Caſe doubtful, it be 
not a wiſe Man's part to take the ſafer 
Side ; rather to think too highly, than too 
meanly of our Bleſſed Saviour; rather to 
pay a modeſt deference to the Judgment of 
the Antient and Modern Church, than to 

| lean to one's own Underſtanding ? 


T TPON the Queſtion, whether it be not 
cer and better (ſuppoſing the Caſe doubt- 
ful) ro think too highly, rather than too mean- 
ly of our Bleſſed Saviour; you anſwer, queſti- 
onleſs it is; which one might think a very 
fair and ingenuous Confeſſion; and you nced 
not have added a word more. You go on to 
ſay, that this is our noſt plauſible Pretence ; 
in which, I think, you do it a deal too much 
Honour. I did but juſt hint it; and leſt it 
theuld not be of force ſufficient, immediately 
ſtrengthen d it with another Conſideration , 
which I am perſwaded will bear, if this ſhould 
not; and the rather, becaule you have not 
thought fit ſo much as to take notice of it. I 
muſt however follow you, upon the former 
Point, that plauſible Plea, and which is ſo juſt, 
that you ſeem your ſelf to give into it. Vet. 
I know not how, by ſome peculiar turn of 
Thought, you at length come to ſay, that it 
proves as weak and falſe as any other they 
| ever 
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ever alledge. If it prove no-wgater, I ſhall 
be ſatisſied. Let us, hear what yMhave to ſay. 
Your Argument is this: Since Revelation 15 
the only rule in the Caſe, if cue go beyond, or 
if we fall ſhort," are we not equally culpable? 
I am very glad to hear from you, that Reve- 
lat ion is the ouly rule in the Cafe. © Abide by 
that, and Matters may eaſily be adjuſted. To 
the Argument I anſwer: That you equzvocate 
in the word Equally, and make a Sophiſtical 
Syllogiſm with four Terms; Equally culpable, 
fignifies, either that one is culpable as well as 


the other, or that one is culpable as much as 


the other; equally a Fault, or an equal Fault. 
Our diſpute is about the latter, and yet all 
that you really prove is only the former. Ne- 
velat ion undoubtedly is the Rule, and to go 
beyond it is certainly culpable, as well as it is 
to fall ſhort of it; aud yet not culpable (at 
leaſt not in this Inſtance) in the ſame Degree. 
Is there no ſuch Thing as an Error on the right 
Hand (as we ſay) or a Fault on the right Side? 
Of two Extremes, may it not often happen, 
that one is more dangerous than the other ? 
This I aſſert to be the Caſe here: And 1 will 
give you my Reaſons for it. Our Bleſſed Lord 
hath done great and wonderful Things for us. 
If our Reſpect. Duty, and Gratitude happen, 
through our Ignorance and "exceſſive Zeal, to 
riſe roo high; this is the overflowing of our 
good-natured Qualities, and may ſeem a pitiable 
Failing. But, on the other Hand, if we hap- 
| + es | pen 
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pen to. fall ſhorr in our Regards, there is not 
only Ingratitade, but Blaſphemy in it. It is 
degrading, and dethroning our Maker, Preſer- 
ver, King, and Judge; and bringing Him down 
to a level with his Creatures. 

Beſides; we have many expreſs Cautions gi- 
ven us in Scripture, not to be wanting in our 
Reſpects and Services towards God the Son; 
but have no particular Cautions againſt Honour- 
ing Him too much. We know that we ought 
to Honour Him, even as we Honour the Fa- 
ther; which, if it be an ambiguous Expreſſion, 
we are very excuſable in taking it in the beſt Senſe, 
and interpreting on the fide of the Precept. We 
know that by diſhonouring the Son, we do, at 
the ſame Time, diſhonour the Father : But we 
are no where told, that the Father will reſent 
it as a diſhonour done to Himſelf, if we ſhould 
chance, out of our {crupulous Regards to the 
Father and Son. Both, ro pay the Son more 
Honour than ſtrictly belongs to Him. On theſe, 
and the like Conſiderations (eſpecially when we 
have ſo many, and ſo great Appearances of 
Truth, and ſuch a Cloud of Authorities to 
countenance us in it) the Error, if it be one, 
ſeems to be an Error on the right Hand. Now 
you ſhall be heard again. Can any Man think 

to plenſe the Son of God, by giving that to 
Him, which He never claim'd or could claim? 
Poſitive enough. But will you pleaſe to re- 
member that the Query /#ppoſes the Caſe 
doubtful (which was abundantly civil * you) 
| | Su- 
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doubtful whether the Son of God has claim d 
it, or no; and the whole Argument runs upon 
that Suppoſition. This therefore diſcovers ei- 
ther ſome want of Acumen, or great Marks of 

Haſte. You add: It can be no Detraction 

from the Dignity of any Perſon (how great 
foever that Dignity be) to forbear profeſſing 
Him to be that which He really is not. I 

perceive, your Thonghts are ſtill abſent; and 
you do not reflect, that you are begging the 

| Queſtion, inſtead of anſwering to the Point in 
Hand. You are to f#ppoſe it, if you pleaſe, 
doubtful, who, or what, the Perſon is. In 
ſuch a Caſe, it may be better to give Him what 
He does not require, than to defraud Him of 
what He does: It is ſafer and more prudent 
to run the Risk of one, than of the other. 
You go on: It may well become ſerions and 
fiacere Chriſtians to conſider whether it is 
not poſſible that while, adventuring to be 
wiſe beyond what is written, they wvainly 
think to advance the Honour of the Son of 
God, above what He has given them Ground 
for in the Revelation, They may diſhonour 
the Father that ſent Him, &c. I am weary 
of tranſcribing. Conſider, on the other Hand, 
whether it be not more than PRES „that, 
while others adventuring to be wiſe beyond 


what is written (teaching us to profeſs three 
Gods, making the Creator of the World a 
Creature, inventing new unſcriptural Diſtin- 
ctions of a ſupreme and a ſubordinate Wor- 
855 ſhip, 
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ſhip, with many other Things equally #»/er:- 
ptural and unwarrantable) They vaznly think 
to bring dawn Myſteries to the level of their 
low Underſtandings, and to ſearch the deep 
Things of God; They may not diſhonour both 
Father and Son, and run into Hereſy, Blaſphe- 
my, and what not, and Sap the very Founda- 
tions of the Chriſtian Religion. You proceed : 
It may become Them to conſider what They 
will anſiver at the great Day, ſhould God 
charge Them with not obſerving that Decla- 
ration of His, I will not give my Glory to 
another. They may humbly make Anſwer, 
that They underſtood that His Glory was not 
to be given to Creatures; and therefore They 
had given it to none but his own Son, and his 
H. Spirit, whom They believed not to be Crea- 
tures; and whom Himſelf had given his Glory 
to, by commanding all Men to be baprized in 
their Names, equally with his own; and order- 
ing particularly, that 2 Men ſhould Honour the 
Son, even as They Honour the Father. It They 
happen'd to carry their Reſpect too high; yet 
it was towards thoſe only, whom the Father 
principally delighteth to Honour; and towards 
whom an ingenuous, grateful, and well-diſpoſed 
Mind can hardly eyer think He can pay too 
much. Upon theſe and the like Conſiderations 
They may humbly hope for Pity and Pardon for 
a Miſtake ; ſuch an one as the humbleſt, moſt 
devour, and moſt conſcientious Men might be 
the apteſt to fall into. a 

- ut 
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But what muſt an Arian have to ſay, at that 
great Day, if it appears that He has been ut. 
rering Blaſphemies againſt the Son of God; 
and reviling his Redeemer ( the generality of 
ſober Chriſtians looking on, all the while, 


with Horror; ſhock'd at the Impiety; and 


openly declaring and proteſting againſt it) 


and for no other Reaſons, in the laſt Re- 
ſult, but becauſe He thought Generation 


implied Diviſion, and neceſſary Generation 
implied outward Co- action; and He could not 
underſtand whether the Unity ſhould be called 
Specifick or Individual; nor how. there came 


to be three Perſons; nor why One might not 


baye been as good as Three; nor why the Fa- 
ther ſhould be ſaid to beger the Son, rather 
than vice ver/a; and the like? Is this kind of 
reaſoning ſuitable to, or becoming Chriſtians, 
who have their Bible to look into; which alone 
can give any Satisfaction in theſe Matters? To 
go upon our own Fancies and Conjectures, in 
a Thing of this Nature, is only betraying roo 


little Reverence for rhe tremendous and un- 


ſearchable Nature of God, and too high an 
Opinion of our own Selves. You have a far- 
ther Pretence, built upon your miſtaken No- 
tion of individual; which I need not take 
notice of, having already almoſt furfeited the 
Reader with it. 1 . WE: 


Quzen? 
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Whether any thing leſs than clear and evi- 

dent Demonſtration, on the ſide of Arianiſm, 

_ ought to move a wiſe and good Man, againſt 

ſo great Appearances of usb. on the ſide 

of Orthodoxy, from Scripture, Reaſon, aud 

Antiquity And whether we may not wait 
long before we find ſich Demonſtration ? 


N your Anſwer to this, I am rebuked, firſt, 

for giving the Name of Orthodoxy, to a 
Scholaſtick Notion: And ſecondly, for callin 
your Doctrine Ariani/m. As to the firſt, ; 
ſtand ſo far corrected, as to beg the privi- 
lege of uſing the word Orthodoxy, for the 
Received Doctrine. You are pleaſed to call 
it a Scholaſtick Notion. How far it is Scho- 
laſtick, 1 do not certainly know; But ſure I am 
that it is Primitive and Catholich: And I do 
not know that the School men were Hereticks 
in this Article. If They were; So far, you ny 
depend upon it, our Notion is not Scholaſtick. 
As to your Doctrine being juſtly call'd Ari. 
atiſm, I hope, without Offence, I may fay, I 
have made it plain to a Demonſtration (except- 
ing only that, in ſome Particulars, you fall be- 
low Arianiſin) and I ſhould adviſe you here- 
after, for your own fake, to diſpute ſo clear a 
Point no farther, But let us go on. You add: 
IF it be impoſſible, 5 the Rule of * 
= i ani 
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aud Reaſon, and the Senſe of the moſt antient 
Writers, and Councils of the Church, that 
the Scholaſtick Notion ſhonld be true; and if 
there be no Medium betwixt (the Scholaſtick 
Notion) and the Notion of Dr. Clarke (that is 
Arianiſm) then it will be demonſtrated that 
( Arianiſm) zZs the true Dof7rine of Feſts 
Chriſt and his Apoſtles, as revealed in Scri- 
prure, and the true Senſe of Scripture inter- 
preted by right Reaſon, and as underſtood by 
the beft and moſt antient Chriſtian Writers. 
This is your Demonſtration ; only I have 
thrown in a word or two, by way of Paren- 
theſis, to make it the clearer to the Reader. 
The fumm of it is this; if the Scholaſtich No- 
tion (by which you mean Jabel/rarnz;/m) be not 
trac; and if there be no Medium between Ca- 
bellianifm and Arianiſm; then Arianiſm is 
the True Doctrine, Sc. That is, if ſuppoſing 
be proving, and if begging the Queſtion be the 
ſame thing with determining it; then ſome- 
thing will be demonſtrated, which is not de- 
monſtrated. You do well to refer us to your 
Appendix for proof, and to ſhift it off as far 
as poſſible. Demonſirations are good Things. 
but ſometimes very hard to come at; as you'l 
find in the preſent Iuſtance. You may take as 
much time longer, as you think proper, to con- 
ſider of it, Give me a Demonſtration, juſtly 
ſo called; a chain of clear Reaſoning, beginning 
from ſomes plain and undoubred Axiom, and 
regularly deſcending by neceſſary Deductions, 

| | of 
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or cloſe Connexion of Ideas, till you combs 
at your Concluſion. Till you can do this, it 
will be but labour loft, to endeavor ro ſhake 
the Received Doctrine of the ever bleſſed Tri- 
#tty. For, unleſs you can give us ſomething 
really Solid and Subſtanrial, in an Article of fo 
great Importance, the Reaſons which we 
have, on our fide of the Queſtion, are ſo 
many, ſo plain, and ſo forcible, that they 
muſt, and will, and ought to ſway the Minds of 


modeſt, reaſonable. and conſcientious Men; 


while the Church ſtands, or the World laſts; 
Any Man that duly conſiders what we have to 
plead from Holy Scripture, and what from the 
concurring Judgment and Practice of the Primi- 
tive and Catholick Church; and reflects farther 
upon the natural Tenderneſs which every pious 


and grateful Mind muſt have for the Honour of 


his Bleſſed Lord and Saviour, the Dread and 
Horror of Blaſphemy, and how ſhocking a 
Thing it muſt appear to begin now to abridge 
Him of that Reſpect. Service, and ſupreme 
Adoration, which has been fo long, and ſo uni- 


verſally paid Him, and by the bleſſed Saints 
and Martyrs now crown'd in Heaven; I fay, 


any Man that duly conſiders this, will. eafily 


perceive how impoſſible it is for Arianiſin ever 


to prevail generally among Chriſtians, except 
it be upon one or other of theſe Suppoſitions: 
Either that the Age becomes ſo very Ignorant 
or Corrupt, that They know not, or care not, 
what They do; or that ſome new Light ſpring 

11 up, 
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up on the ſide of Ariani/m, ſome hidden re- 
ſerve of extraordinary Evidences, ſuch as, in 
1400 Years Time, the Wit of Man has not 
been able to diſcover. As to the latter, nei- 
ther your ſelf, nor yet the learned Doctor 
has been pleaſed ro favour us with any ſuch 
Diſcovery : As to the former, I have too good 
an opinion of you to ſuſpe&t, that you can ei- 
ther hope, or wiſh for it. You will have a 
mind to try what you can do: And ſo give me 
leave to repreſent to you a ſhort Summary of 
what we are to expect of you. 

1. Vou are to prove, either that the Son is 
not Creator; or that there are tuo Creators, 
and one of Them a Creature. | 

2. You are to ſhow, cither that the Son is 
not to be worſhip'd at all; or that there are 
two Objects of Worſhip, and one of Them a 
Creature. | | | 

3. You are to prove, either that the Son is 
not God; or that there are #wo Gods, and one 
of Them a Creature. | 

4. You are to ſhow, that your Hyporheſis is 
high enough to take in all the high Titles and 
Attributes aſcribed to the Son in Holy Scripture 
And, at the fame time low enough to account 
for his increaſing in Wiſdom, not knowing the 
Day of Judgment, His being exceeding /or- 
rowful, troubled, crying out in his Agonies; 
and the like. You are to make all to meet in 
the one Ayes, or Word; or elſe to mend your 
Scheme by borrowing from onrs. 


. 


Qu.XXXI. of fome QUERIES. 485 

5. I muſt add; that, whatever you undertake, 
you are either to prove it with ſuch Strength, 
Force, and Evidence, as may be ſufficient to 
bear up againſt the Stream of Antiquity, full 
and ſtrong againſt you; or elſe to ſhow that 
Antiquity has been much miſunderſtood, and is 
not fall and ſtrong againſt you. 

Now you ſee, what you have to do; and 
our Readers, perhaps, may underſtand what 
we are talking about, the Duſt being, I hope, 
in ſome meaſure thrown off, and the Cauſe 
open'd. Now proceed, as you think proper: 
Only diſpute fair; drop ambiguous Terms or 
define Them; put not groſs Things upon us; 
contemn every Thing but Truth in the ſearch 
after Truth; and keep cloſe to the Queſtion : 
And then it will ſoon be ſeen, whether Ari- 
aniſm, or Catholiciſm, is the Scripture - Do- 
ctriue of the Trinity. | 

There remain two only Queries, which I 
have any concern in; and I hardly think it 
needful ro take farther notice of them, the 
| Subſtance of them being contain'd in the for- 

mer: Beſides that this Defenſe being drawn 
out into a length beyond what I expected, I 
am willing to come to a Concluſion. . You! 
excuſe me for not returning a particular Anſwer 
to _ your Queries, having obviated all that is of 
weight in Them, in this Defenſe of my own. 
Beſides, you have now had fome Years to con- 
ſider this Subject, and may probably ſee reaſon 


to alter ſome Things; to contract your Queries 
Fo into 
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into a ſhorter Compaſs, and to put them cloſer 
and ſtronger: Tho' that part, I think, ſhould 
$ome, after you have made a Defenſe of your 
own Principles: Otherwiſe, you know, it is 
nothing but finding Faults, without propoſing 
any way to mend Them; which is only a work 
of Fancy, and is both truicleſs, and endlels. 
My defign chiefly was to be upon the Ofer- + 
five: The Defenſiue Part, on our ſide, has 
been handled over and over, in Books well 
known, and caly to be had. What was moſt 
wanting was, to point out the particular De- 
fects of Dr. Clarke's Scheme, which was thought 
to contain ſomething yew; and was certainly 
ſer forth in a very new Method. 
In Concluſion. give me leave to tell you, that 

1 have enter'd into this Cauſe (after a compe- 
tent weighing of what J could meet with, on 
either ſide) under a full Conviction both of the 

Truth and Importance of it; and with a Reſo- 
lation (by God's Aſſiſtance) to maintain it; 
till I ſee Reaſon (which 1 deſpair of) to alter 
my Judgment of it. Make you the beſt you 
can of your fide of the Queſtion, in a 77:07 

and fair manner. Truth is what I ſincerely / 
aim at, whether it be on your Side, or on 
mine. Bur I may be allowed ro ſpeak with the 
greater Confidence in this Cauſe, ſince the Con- 
troverſy is not #ew, but has been exhauſted 
long ago; and all had been done on your Side, 
that the Wit of Man could do, long before ci- 
ther You, or Dr. Clarke appear'd in it. You 


may, 
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may, if you pleaſe, traverſe over again Scri- 


pure, Autrquity, and Reaſon. As to the 


firſt; all the Texts you can pretend ro bring 
ag unſt us, have been weigh'd and conſider'd ; 
and we have Solutions ready for them; while 
you are yet to ſeek how to give a tolerable 
Account of ſeveral Texts; thoſe, eſpecially, 
which declare the Unity of God, and proclaim 
the Son to be God, Creator, and an Object of 
Worſhip. and Adoration. If you proceed to 
Isathers, They ſtand pointed againſt you; and 
you are certain to expoſe your Cauſe, as often 
as you hope for any Relief or Succour from 
Them. If laſtly (which you think your ſtrong- 
eſt Hold) you retire ro Philoſophy and Meta- 
phyſicks, J humbly conceive, you will ſtill be 
able ro do nothing. Ir will be only falling to 
Canjetture, after you fail of Proof; and giv- 
ing the World your Miſhes, when They look'd 
for Demonſirations. I do not expect you 


ſhould believe one Word of what I have now 


laid; neither ſay I it to diſcourage any rational 
Inquiries; let Truth have its urmoſt Trial, that 
ir may afterwards Shine out with greater Luſtre; 


Only let not your Zea/ out- run your Proofs, 


If your Arguments have Weight ſufficient ro 


carry the Point with Men of Senſe, let us have 


Them in their full Strength; all reaſonable 
Men will thank you for Them. Bur if, failing 
in Proof, you ſhould condeſcend (which yet! 
am per{waded you will not) to Wile and Stra- 
tage m, to Colours and Dilguiſes, to Milrepre- 
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3 and Sophiſtry, in hopes to work your 
way among the unlearned and unthinking Part 
of the World; Then let me aſſure you before- 
hand, that That Method will not do. Every 
Man, that has a Spark of generous Fire left, 
will riſe up againſt ſuch Practices; and be filled 
with Diſdain ro ſee Parts and Learnivg fo pr 

flityted, and Readers ſo uſed. 


1 am, SIR, Jour 


Friend aud Servant. 


1 


POSTSCRIPT, 
I Have juſt run over the Second Edition of 
Dr. Clarke's Scripture - Doctrine; where 
obſerve, that moſt of the Paſſages which I 


have animadyerted upon, ſtand as They did, 
without wy Correction or Amendment. 


Where the Doctor has attempted any Thing, 
which may ſeem to weaken the Force of 
what I have offer'd above, I ſhall here take 
notice of it. I had noted (as the learned 
Mr. Welchman had done before me) the Do- 
ctor's unfair manner of ſuppreſſing ſome Words 
of Chryſoſtom, which were neceſſary to let the 
Reader into the Author's true meaning. The 
Doctor here endeavors * to bring Himſelf off, 
by- faying, that the Words left out are Chry- 
ſoſtom's own Inference, and not the Expli- 
cation of the Words of the Text. But the 


Truth is; Chry/oſtom's Inference ſhows plainly 


a Pag. 94s | 
CI | what 
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what his Zxplication of the Text was; which 
Explication repreſented ſeparately without that 
Inference, by the Help of the Doctor prefacing 
it, was made to appear in another Light, and 
to ſpeak another Senſe than what the Author 
intended. One in Power (xam Jaw) is the 
ſame, with Chry/oſtom, as equal in Power or 
Ability, and eſerrially ſo. He could never 
have blew” that one in Power ſhould ſignify 
no more than the Doctor pretends. One having 
 gufinite and the other only inte Power, could 

not, according to Chryſoſtom, be properly 
faid to be onc, wa Jaws, in Power. His 
Interpretation then, being not only different 
but contrary to the Doctor's, ſhould not have 
been repreſented in ſuch a Manner (by ſup- 
preſſing a part of it) as to be made to appear 
to countenance a Notion, which it clearly con- 
ttadicts. 

The learned Doctor“ has put in an Expla- 
natory Parentheſis to his Tranſlation of a Paſ: 
ſage of Irenzns. I have took notice f above, 
that the Doctor had not done Juſtice to Jre- 
nus, in that Paſſage; And I am glad to find 
that the Doctor Himſelf is now ſenſible of it. 
He has not yet come up to the full Senſe of 
the Author; as you may perceive, by com- 
paring what He hath ſaid with what I have 
remark'd above. Bur He has faid as much as 
could be expected of Him: The wiſer way 


2 g. 94. 4 Pag. 439- la 
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would have been, to have ſtruck the Quotation 
out of his Book. 4} l 


Pag. 248. The learned Doctor Criticizes a 
Paſſage of St. Auſtin; which 1 am obliged to 
take notice of, having made uſe of that Paſſage 
in theſe Sheets: I will give you the Doctors 
own Words, that you may be the better able to 
judge of the Matter. Aſter He had cited ſe- 
veral Paſſages out of Juſtin Martyr, where, 
Yrobably, the good Father was ſpeaking of the 
Femporary ae9g:xwa;, or Manifeſtation, or 
Gens ration of God the Son, He proceeds thus. 
VNote In all theſe Paſſages, the words x2@ 
„ {E28>w, and SN, and Jeazed, and Syd ud, ſignify 
_ « evidently, not voleute, but voluntate; not 
the mere Approbation, but the AF of the 

Will. And therefore St. Auſtin is very un- 
fair, when He confounds thele tuo Things, 
and asks (trum Pater fit Deus, Volens 
an Nolens) whether the Father Himſelf be 
God, with or without his own Will The 
«* Anſwer is clear: He is God (Volens) with 
the Approbation of his Will; but nor volun- 
** fate, not ] Su Nh, noc g Seh and 
© dui, not by an Act of his Will, but by 
«+ Neceſſity of Nature. Thus far the learned 
Doctor; who has made ſuch ſtrange and un- 
accountable Miſrepreſentation, that a Friend 
would hardly know what kind excuſe to 
make for Him. I pals by his groſs MiF 
pag. £26. | : : | 
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conſtruction of Juſtin Martyr, and his In- 


ſinuation (grounded upon it) that the Son 
became God, by an Act of the Father's Will. 


Admitting it were ſo; how is St. Auſtin 
concern'd in this Matter, and how comes in 


the Doctor's Therefore, where there is no man- 


ner of Connexion? Was St. Auſtin Comment- 
ing upon Juſtin Martyr? ] dare almoſt be poſi- 
tive that the Doctor's Thought was this: That 
St. Auſtiu, having admitted that the Son was 
Cod by an Act of the Father's Will, and being 
preſs d with the difficulty ariſing from that Sup- 

ſition, had no way of coming off, but by 
asking, whether the Father Himſelf was not 
God by his own Will. If this was not the Do- 


. Qtar's Thought, it is at leaſt what his Readers, 


very probably, will have, upon the reading 


the Doctor's Note. But to clear up this Matter, 


Fl tell you the whole Cafe. The Arians, for- 
merly, as well as now, being very deſirous to 


make a Creature of God the Son, ſet their 


Wits to work ta find Arguments for it. * 
had 4 great mind to bring the Catholicks to 
admit that the Son was firſt produced, or gene- 
rated, by an 4# of the Father's Will (in 
the Senſe of free Choice) and the Conſequence 


They intended from ir, was, that the Son 


was a Creature. The Catholicks would not 


admit their Poſtulatum without Proof; and 
ſo the Ariaus attempted to prove it thus, by a 


Ditemma. The Father begat his Son, either 
Noleus, or Volens ; againſt his Will, or with 
202 his 
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his Will: It could not be again? his Will, that 
is abſurd ; therefore it muſt be with his Vill; 
therefore that Act of the Will was precedent + 
to the Son's Exiſtence, and the Father prior to 
the Son. Here the Doctor may ſee, who the 
Men were that firſt confounded two diſtinct 
Things, mere Approbation, and an Act of the 
Will: Not the acute St. Auſtiu, not the Ca- 
tholicks; but the Arians. To proceed: The 
* Catholicks, | ome Athanaſius, Gregory 
Nazianzen, Cyril of Alexandria, and St. Au- 
tin (Men of excellent Senſe, and who knew 
how to talk pertinently ) eaſily contrived to 
baffle their Adverfaries with their own Wea- 
pons. Tell us, ſay They to the Ariaus, whether 
the Father be God, Nolens, or Volens ; againſt 
| this Will, or with his Will. This quite con- 
2 the Men, and their Dilemma; and 
— hey had not a word to ſay more. For, if 
They had ſaid Nolens, againſt his Will; that 
was manifeſtly abſurd: If They had ſaid Yolens, 
with his Will; then, by their own Argument, 
They made the Father prior to Himſelf. The 
Doctor perhaps might have help'd Them out. 
Let us ſee then: The Anſwer, He lays, is clear. 
But what is clear? Does He imagine there was 
any difficulty ia anſwering St: Auſtin's Que- 
| ſtion, taken — it ſelf? This required no 
Oedipus; Any Man might readily anſwer it: 
Bur the difficulty was for an Ariau to make 


— Athanaſ. Orat. 3. p. 616, 611. Gregory Nazianz . Orat. 37. 
p- 565, 566. Cyrill. Alexandr. Thieſaur. p. 3, 53» Avguſt, 
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POITSICAESST: 
an Anſwer, which ſhould not recoil upon Him- 
ſelf, Let us take the Doctor's Anſwer, and ob- 
ſerve whether it could be of ule. The Father, 
ſays He, i God with the Approbation of his 
i 1 (Volens) not by an Act of his Will 


* 


Very good: But if an Aran formerly had thus 


© anſwer'd St. Auſtin, it would have made the 


Father imile. For, He would imme- 
liately have replied: Well then; ſo the Fa- 


ther had his Son (Volens) by the Approbation 


.. of his Mill. and not by an A# of his [Will: 


And now what becomes of your Dilemma. 
and your Nolens Volens ? What could the 


Arian have pretended farther, except it were 


ry to perſiſt in it, that the Son was God by an 
Act of the Will? To which it would be readily 


anſwer'd, that this was begging the Queſtion ; 
and ſo the whole muſt have ended. Judge you 
now, whether the Doctor or St. Auſtin had 


the greater Acumen in this Matter; and which 
of them is moſt apt to be very unfair, and to 


Tonfound diſtin Things. 
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